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Due to No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and state-level mandates, an economic and 
moral imperative requires educators today to not only accommodate differences in 
learning rates and allow extra time for students to experience success, teachers must 
foster in students the belief that success is within their reach if they keep trying. These 
new expectations for student learning are clashing with old conceptions of teaching and 
outmoded approaches and structures for teacher practices. Given the new mission of 
schools, finding strong models of professional development is imperative.  The National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) is a promising model.  
Self-efficacy, the belief teachers’ possess about their competency to impact 
student learning, changes teacher performance by influencing their intentions.  This leads 
to the assumption that the higher a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy, the greater a teacher’s 
perseverance in the face of challenging instructional contexts and the higher the chance 
that the pursued instructional strategy will be performed successfully. This research 
validates that National Board Certified Teachers (NBCTS) report higher levels of self-
efficacy than their non-National Board Certified Teacher colleagues. NBCTs also 
reported a higher participation in leadership roles than teachers who do not participate in 
the National Board Certification program.  The research may provide an explicit link 
between professional development and self-efficacy that may result in a paradigm shift in 
what productive professional development should entail.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
 The mission of schools has changed in the United States, from sorting and ranking 
students by degrees of academic successes and potential, to educating everyone to 
competency based on sets of standards.  Schools today must not only accommodate 
differences in learning rates and allow extra time for students to experience success, but 
teachers must also foster in students the belief that success is within their reach if they 
keep trying (Stiggins, 2005).  This is now an economic and moral imperative, and due to 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and state-level mandates, also a legal imperative.  
Moreover, new expectations for student learning are clashing with old conceptions of 
teaching and outmoded approaches and structures for teacher practices.  An increasingly 
diverse range of student skills and needs can challenge teachers’ abilities to meet their 
professional responsibilities (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Hawley & Valli, 
1999; Stein, Smith, & Silver, 1999).  In previous decades teachers were expected to 
prepare only a small minority for ambitious, intellectual work, whereas today they are 
expected to prepare virtually all students for higher-order thinking and performance skills 
once reserved for a few (Tucker, 2011).  To make the shift to the new mission, teaching 
practice has to change, and research is clear that the teacher is the number one variable in 
influencing student learning (Rice, 2003; Sanders, 1998; Sanders & Rivers, 1996).   
Good teaching is a reciprocal process: the teacher’s content and pedagogical 
choices are determined by the instructional needs of the students, and the teacher needs a 
vast knowledge base to be able to do that (Darling-Hammond, 2006).  It takes more than 
desire to be a quality teacher today; it takes effective planning, instructional knowledge, 
teaching skills, and, most importantly, dispositions that translate the teacher’s student-
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centered beliefs and attitudes into action (Ros-Voseles & Moss, 2007).  The problem is 
that most educators are working at the limit of their existing skill and knowledge base so 
they need professional development to improve their practice (City, Elmore, Fiarman, & 
Teitel, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 2006; Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; The 
Holmes Group, 1995).  However, professional development efforts often fail to change 
the teachers’ levels of effectiveness (Burke, 2000; Guskey, 1986, 1990; Saxe, Gearheart, 
& Nasir, 2001; Stein et al., 1999).  Given the new mission of schools, finding strong 
models of professional development is imperative.  NBPTS offers a promising model. 
No Child Left Behind Legislation 
NCLB establishes quality teaching as the lynchpin for improved student learning.  
In addition to its sweeping testing requirements and accountability structures, NCLB 
introduced new federal regulations intended to ensure a quality teacher staffs every 
classroom.  The term quality teacher in the context of NCLB can be defined as teachers 
who possess “a high level of general intelligence, a solid mastery of the subjects to be 
taught, and a demonstrated aptitude for engaging students and helping them understand 
what is being taught” (Tucker, 2011, pp.  177-178).  The imperative to improve student 
achievement as measured by test scores has forced schools to confront the fact that 
teaching practice is not up to the challenge to meet quality standards.  Districts that have 
improved achievement scores for NCLB regard “the building of teachers’ knowledge and 
skills as a crucial component of change” (Massell, 2000, p.  2).  Improving student 
achievement by improving teachers’ practice is supported by a wide range of research 
indicating the positive impact teachers can have on student outcomes including academic 
achievement, motivation, behavior, school engagement, and social skills (Darling-
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Hammond, 2008; David & Shields, 2001; Hallman, 2008; Montalvo, Mansfield, & 
Miller, 2007; Togneri & Anderson, 2003; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 
1998).  Furthermore, a Pew Network for Standards-Based Systemic Reform project 
discovered, for example, that school districts experiencing “the greatest strides occur 
where the adults also have opportunities to learn” (David & Shields, 2001, p.  v).   
Darling-Hammond (1998) contends the lack of success of school reform in the 
United States is due to misguided focus rather than teachers’ practice.  “Every single time 
we try to do reform by changing the curriculum, changing the management structure, 
changing the budgeting process, whatever, without paying attention to helping teachers 
learn how to teach kids well, the reform fails….the sine qua non of  learning is to enable 
really high quality teaching” (PBS interview with C.  Levine).  Togneri and Anderson 
(2003) also emphasize the importance of instruction for improving student achievement 
as one of the lessons learned from their research.  They stress that students learn what 
they are taught; if they are taught well, they will learn more.  However, the task of 
improving student learning is difficult; changing practice, which involves changing 
people’s minds about teaching and learning, requires steady and persistent work through 
relevant professional development (Shannon & Bylsma, 2004). 
Professional Development 
Three common themes emerge from research regarding the variables that 
contribute to improved student learning: 1) districts play a key role in establishing a focus 
on learning, 2) that focus should involve close coordination of curriculum, instruction and 
assessment activities at the classroom level, and 3) professional development is a key 
 4  
component of helping teachers improve their skills regarding curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment. 
1) Districts need to have high expectations and accountability for teacher 
performance, as they have the main responsibility to improve student learning (Cawelti & 
Protheroe, 2001, 2003; Corcoran & Lawrence, 2003; David & Shields, 2001; Snipes, 
Doolittle, & Herlihy, 2002).  NCLB initially used single test score indicators to determine 
school success rates in improving student achievement (U.S.  Department of Education, 
2001).  However, NCLB was amended in 2009 to allow waivers for other indicators to be 
used to determine school achievement success (U.S.  Department of Education, 2009a).  
Nonetheless, the national test assessment results translated into pressure placed not only 
on the school administration, but also directly on the professionals in the trenches, the 
teachers.  Responding to this test-driven push for achievement, districts coordinated 
school-level efforts to analyze student achievement data.  Teachers spent hours 
meticulously revising curricula and instructional plans and developing programs for 
intervention and support.  But in many cases, these efforts did not lead to changes in 
everyday classroom practice, and school leaders discovered a need to engage in more 
thoughtful and intentional monitoring of instructional practices and promoting 
improvements in teacher performance (Danielson, 2007).   
Districts differ in their visions and philosophies regarding coordinating and 
monitoring instruction.  While some prefer to use coaching methods or offer a wide 
variety of professional development programs, others are very prescriptive and mandate 
practices requiring teachers to strictly adhere to textbook lesson plans and pacing guides.  
Some districts emphasize the need for formatively assessing student learning and making 
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instructional adjustments before teachers proceed to new curricular topics.  Other districts 
provide explicit expectations for instructional practice and then use the walk-through 
method or other processes to study classroom instruction (Cawelti & Protheroe, 2003; 
David & Shields, 2001; Skrla, Scheurich, & Johnson, Jr., 2000; Snipes et al., 2002). 
Considering that the number one leverage point for improving student outcomes 
is improved teacher performance, what constitutes teacher quality and how individual 
teacher effectiveness can be measured is often not uniformly defined in education 
discussions (Bond, Smith, Baker, & Hattie, 2000; Lustick & Sykes, 2006; Park, Oliver, 
Johnson, Graham & Oppong, 2007; Ralph, 2003; Rothberg, Futrell, & Lieberman, 1998; 
Sato, Chung-Wei, & Darling-Hammond, 2008; Yankelovich Partners, 2001).  According 
to Goldhaber and Anthony (2004), education researchers have been unable to reach 
agreement on classifiable teacher characteristics associated with student gains outside of 
direct observation of their teaching.  Thus, professional development decisions for 
specific skill attainment are more difficult to determine; and, more importantly, the 
overall and long-range effects of the professional development on teachers can be 
difficult to measure.   
 2) District leadership and teachers must be proficient at coordinating curriculum 
and assessment to ensure alignment with national, state, and district learning standards 
(Massell, 2000; Massell & Goertz, 2002; Snipes et al., 2002; Cawelti & Protheroe, 2003; 
Togneri & Anderson, 2003).  The study of the Pew Network districts states, “Districts 
that succeed in supporting widespread and ongoing improvement in teaching practice 
have shifted their central offices from those that manage dollars, programs, and people to 
those focused on leading and supporting improved instruction” (David & Shields, 2001, 
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p.  30).  Massell and Goertz report that in some districts that phased in guidance of 
instruction, teachers needed time to try out new teaching techniques and classroom 
approaches along with developing “supplemental materials and activities to address state 
and local standards” (p.  53). Tucker (2011) recommends “logically ordered curriculum 
frameworks” (p.  212).  Additionally, research on districts that have improved finds that 
promising results come only after reform strategies have been implemented and sustained 
for a long time; in many of the improved districts, professional development was related 
to particular curriculum adoptions or to district-supported principles of instruction 
(Shannon & Bylsma, 2004).  In other words, districts need to develop an aligned and 
constant agenda to support state standards.   
 3) District leaders should provide coordinated and embedded professional 
development needs to be continually provided to prepare teachers to meet high 
expectations for their performance (Cawelti & Protheroe, 2003; Corcoran & Lawrence, 
2003; Darling-Hammond, 2008; David & Shields, 2001; Knapp et al., 2003; Massell, 
2000; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2003; Togneri & Anderson, 2003).  McLaughlin and 
Talbert (2003) note that “reforming districts seek out and use cutting-edge practices, most 
especially in professional development where they have reallocated resources to provide 
site-based resources that reflect best thinking about how to foster teachers’ learning and 
instructional capacity” (p.  17).  The “instructional supports provided schools by 
reforming districts” are described by these researchers as “very high quality… 
intensive…site-focused and…designed in response to teachers’ expressed needs and 
evidence about student learning” (p.  18).  Above all, effective professional development 
is coherent, consistent, and embedded in teachers’ everyday practice.  It is targeted on 
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“long-term goals, builds school and district capacity, focuses on content and instruction, 
is based on research-based practice, and is aligned with the overall direction and 
initiatives in the school and district” (North Carolina Department of Education Report in 
Cawelti & Protheroe, 2003, p.  63).   
Research has produced a paradigm shift in what defines productive professional 
development (Hawley & Valli, 1999), which includes 
• moving away from one-time workshop models toward models that provide 
for practice and support (Stein et al., 1999); 
•  providing training specific to teachers’ content and developmental levels 
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Garet, Porter, Desimone,  
Birman, & Yoon, 2001); 
•  providing opportunity to learn a variety of pedagogical skills (Blank, de 
las Alsas, & Smith, 2007; Wenglinsky, 2000); 
•  not expecting teachers to make changes in isolation and without support 
(Saxe et al., 2001); 
• fostering collegial and collaborative learning situations (Darling-
Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Hord, 1997; Knapp et al., 2003; Louis, 
Marks, & Kruse, 1996; Perez et al., 2007); 
• and, emphasizing active teaching, assessment, observation, and reflection 
over abstract discussions (Garet et al, 2001; Saxe et al., 2001; Supovitz, 
Mayer, & Kahle, 2000).   
Togneri and Anderson (2003) also describe in their work new approaches to 
professional development.  These researchers write: 
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To varying degrees, all districts in the study moved beyond the 
traditional, one-time workshop approach to professional development 
and put in place coherent, district-organized strategies to improve 
instruction…Today the picture looks quite different.  It includes 
deliberate strategies to use research-based principles of professional 
development, widespread use of data in decision making, and clear 
connections between district goals and school-level practices.  This is 
in large part the result of coherent strategies that districts put in place 
to support and improve instruction.  (p. 23)   
They conclude that improved districts used “student performance data to guide what 
teachers needed to learn and created cadres of principal and teacher leaders to provide 
quality instructional guidance” (p.  49).   
Massell (2000) reports some professional development continues to be “menu 
driven,” meaning only specific training choices are available, and does not provide for 
individual needs.  However, Massell continues by saying there is a “growing interest in 
the pursuit of less traditional formats for professional learning” (p.  3).  Among “non-
traditional” formats are teacher and school networks, peer mentoring, professional 
development centers, and instructional support for teachers (e.g., coaching) that is school-
based, and teacher-led and prepared.  Teachers are also being given the autonomy to 
participate in professional development that best serves their needs or goals (Massell, 
2000).   
  The building of a professional learning community is another dimension of 
professional development in improved districts.  The goal of organizing professional 
 9  
learning communities is to foster an environment of mutual cooperation, emotional 
support, personal growth, and collaboration of efforts (Dufour & Eakes, 1998).  Supovitz 
and Christman (2003) assert that: 
…communities of instructional practice are a powerful way for groups 
of teachers to engage in instructional improvement through sustained 
inquiry into their practice and investigations into ways that their 
teaching can most effectively produce greater student learning.  
Communities focused on instruction bring teachers out of isolated 
classrooms and engage them in structured ways to systematically 
explore together the relationships between their teaching and the 
learning of their students.  Working together teachers learn with and 
from each other, capitalizing on the ways that adults learn most 
effectively.  (p.  8)  
Professional learning communities help provide organizational supports and resources, 
help break down obstacles, and facilitate the challenging work of school reform.   
  Another term surrounding professional development is the need for it to be “job-
embedded.”  States and school districts are disposed to investigate and follow job-
embedded protocols because the term “job-embedded professional development” has 
become common language in federal regulations.  The following federal documents make 
reference to use of this type of professional development: the School Improvement Fund 
regulations (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b), the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 
(SFSF) guidelines (U.S. Department of Education, 2009c), and the Race to the Top grant 
application (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a).  Also, the Individuals with 
 10  
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Part B and Title I activities support the 
implementation of job-embedded professional development in high-need schools (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2009a; U.S. Department of Education, 2009b).  Croft, 
Coggshall, Dolan, and Powers (2010) quote the U.S.  Department of Education officials’ 
reasoning for implementing job-embedded professional development in SFSF 
regulations: 
We believe that the requirement to provide ongoing, high quality, job-
embedded professional development to staff in a school is clearly tied to 
improving instruction in multiple ways.  First, the requirement that 
professional development be ‘‘job-embedded’’ connotes a direct 
connection between a teacher’s work in the classroom and the professional 
development the teacher receives.  (National Archives and Records 
Administration, 2009, p. 58479)  
The National Staff Development Council (2010) further clarified job-embedded 
professional development as “primarily school or classroom based and is integrated into 
the workday consisting of teachers assessing and finding solutions for authentic and 
immediate problems of practice as part of a cycle of continuous improvement” (p.  2).  
Additional definitions include job-embedded professional development as being 
grounded in day-to-day teaching practice and designed to enhance teachers’ content-
specific instructional practices with the intent of improving student learning (Darling-
Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Hirsh, 2009).  Collectively, job-embedded professional 
development is an ongoing process that makes a direct connection between learning and 
application in daily practice, therefore, requiring active teacher involvement in 
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cooperative, inquiry-based work (Hawley & Valli, 1999).  High-quality job-embedded 
professional development also must be aligned with state standards for student academic 
achievement and any related school district and school improvement plans (Hirsh, 2009).   
Important guidance can be found for the design of high-quality professional 
development, which includes content specific, active teaching assessment, observation, 
hands-on, and reflective opportunities (Penuel, Fishman, Yamaguchi, & Gallagher, 
2007).  Also, the teaching practices and student learning are more likely to be 
transformed by professional development that is sustained, coherent, and intense (Cohen 
& Hill, 2001; Garet et al., 2001; Supovitz, Mayer, & Kahle, 2000; Weiss & Pasley, 
2006).  Rigorous cumulative teacher learning does not occur with sporadic, fragmented 
traditional workshops.  Teachers need active learning experiences that may involve 
modeling new strategies and constructing opportunities for teachers to practice and 
reflect on them (Garet et al., 2001; Saxe et al., 2001; Supovitz et al., 2000).  The study of 
districts in the Merck Institute of Science Education project reinforces the importance of 
sustained professional development.  The authors concluded that, in order for significant 
changes to be made in the classrooms, long-term and sustained efforts of support by 
districts are essential.  “Teachers change their practice incrementally at first, and it takes 
time for them to develop both competence and confidence in new methods” (Corcoran & 
Lawrence, 2003, p.  37).   
The length of the professional development also is a key in the effect it has on 
teacher change.  Professional development that was of longer duration and time span was 
more likely to provide opportunities to learn and then integrate the new knowledge into 
practice (Penuel et al., 2007).  In a review of nine studies on professional development, 
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studies found that professional development lasting 14 or fewer hours showed no effects 
on student learning, but professional development offering more than 14 hours of 
sustained teacher learning opportunities showed significant positive effects.  The largest 
effects were found for programs offering between 30 and 100 hours spread out over 6-12 
months (Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007).  Two separate studies found 
that teachers who had 80 or more hours of professional development in science inquiry 
were significantly more likely to use this type of science instruction than teachers with 
less hours (Corcoran, McVay, & Riordan, 2003; Supovitz & Turner, 2000).  Student 
achievement also has been linked to the length of professional development experienced 
by teachers (Banilower, 2002).   
Furthermore, multiple participants in professional development from a single 
school helped to build an exchange of new information from colleagues who are more 
expert, give focus to shared interactions, and motivate working through problems 
together (Penuel et al., 2007).  Also, researchers found that professional development that 
was designed to help teachers prepare for their actual classroom instructions transferred 
more directly to practice (Blank et al., 2007; Garet et al., 2001; Wenglinsky, 2000).  
Professional development may expose teachers to content and instructional methodology 
but will not impact teachers’ work unless they come to believe they have the capacity to 
effectively use their new professional learning (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2007).  
Fundamentally, teachers must believe that they are effective and high performing in order 
to be effective and high performing (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, 
& Hoy, 2007; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).  A national survey found that professional 
development that was coherent, focused on content knowledge, and involved active 
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learning on how to teach produced a sense of self-efficacy, especially when that content 
was aligned with local curriculum and policies (Garet et al., 2001).   
Self-Efficacy 
The term self-efficacy is the pioneering idea of Albert Bandura, Professor 
Emeritus of Social Psychology at Stanford University.  His research has shown that 
individuals with high self-efficacy are more likely to put a greater effort into achieving 
specific outcomes; they also attribute any failure to things that are within their control, 
rather than blaming others or the conditions surrounding them.  Most important, they are 
able to recover quicker from setbacks and are, therefore, more likely to succeed in 
realizing their goals (Bandura, 1977a, 1977b, 1986, 1997).  Conversely, those who have 
low self-efficacy lower their goals because they believe that they cannot succeed.  They 
are, therefore, often prone to put in less effort and are reluctant to get out of their comfort 
zone to take on challenges, viewing these as potential threats to be avoided.  Innately, 
individuals lose opportunities for courage and growth when they stand back and are not 
willing to walk to the edge (Bandura, 1977, 1977b, 1986, 1997; Tschannen-Moran et al., 
2007; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).   
Bandura (1997) pointed out that effective teaching requires skills but the teacher 
also must perceive that he/she has the efficacy to successfully use those skills.  Self-
efficacy, the belief teachers’ possess about their competency to impact student learning, 
changes performance by influencing the intentions of the teachers (Bandura, 1997).  This 
leads to the assumption that the higher a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy, the greater a 
teacher’s perseverance in the face of challenging instructional contexts and the higher the 
chance that the pursued instructional strategy will be performed successfully (Tschannen-
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Moran et al., (2007); Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).  Teachers’ beliefs in their efficacy “affect 
their general orientation toward the educational process as well as their specific 
instructional activities” (Bandura, 1997, p.  241).  Bandura observed that: “People 
regulate their level and distribution of effort in accordance with the effects they expect 
their actions to have…as a result, their behavior is better predicted from their beliefs than 
from the actual consequences of their actions” (p.129).  As challenges arise, these 
teachers believe in their capabilities and, thus, are able to approach these issues with 
assurance and a sense of control (Bandura, 1977b).   
Teachers with high levels of self-efficacy know when they need to improve their 
skill base and have the confidence to acquire the knowledge to better their practice.  In 
other words, they are aware of what they do not know.  Also, efficacious teachers think 
“in terms of can do rather than will do.  Can is a judgment of capability; will is a 
statement of intention” (Bandura, 2006, p.  308). Efficacious teachers set themselves 
challenging goals and maintain strong commitment to them (Bandura, 1997).  Salanova, 
Llorens, and Schaufeli (2011) reported further benefits to teachers’ development of high 
levels of self-efficacy.  Self-efficacious action, an affective behavior, also regulates 
engagement, a motivational behavior, defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state 
of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption in the activity” 
(Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p.  72).   
In addition, high levels of professional self-efficacy may inspire teachers to 
venture into leadership roles (Bandura, 1997; Chemers, Watson, & May, 2000; Machida 
& Schaubroeck, 2011; McCormick, 2001; McCormick, Tanguma, & Sohn Lopex-
Forment, 2002).  Self-efficacy is highly related to the frequency with which a person 
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attempts to assume a leadership role given the opportunity; and, furthermore, leadership 
self-efficacy was found to predict leadership behavior and distinguish leaders from non-
leaders.  In addition, the number of leadership roles experienced by an individual is 
associated with his or her self-efficacy belief (McCormick et al., 2002).   
Given that self-efficacy is a key factor influencing teachers’ successful 
productivity, it stands to reason that the professional development experiences should 
develop this trait (Bandura, 1997; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Tschannen-Moran et al., 
2007; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).   
National Board Certification 
A professional development program that reflects the research-proven 
characteristics of effective professional development is the National Board teacher 
certification process that was developed by the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards (NBPTS), an independent, nonprofit, nonpartisan, and nongovernmental 
organization.  The program emerged in response to the 1987 A Nation at Risk document 
issued on American education from the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education.  NBPTS reports its mission is to advance the quality of teaching and learning 
by maintaining high and rigorous standards for what accomplished teachers should know 
and be able to do, provide a national voluntary system of certifying teachers who meet 
these standards, and advocate for related education reforms to integrate National Board 
Certification in American education, and to capitalize on the expertise of National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBPTS, 2012a).  Teachers who successfully complete a job-
embedded portfolio and pass a content exam are referred to as National Board Certified 
Teachers (NBCT).   
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NBPTS is a program based on sets of teacher standards for 25 different content 
and developmental levels to both assess teacher performance and to provide applicable, 
coherent, job-embedded professional development to improve teacher effectiveness on 
student learning.  The program is a school-year-long process designed to guide teachers 
through deconstruction of teacher performance standards and real-time analysis and 
reflection of instructional decisions.  This professional development option provides 
embedded practice in developing learning sequences that align learning goals and 
objectives, assessment practices, and instruction.  Teachers are guided to cultivate deep 
knowledge of students to identify differentiation requirements and to employ continual 
and recursive formative assessment that guides instructional adjustments.  Working 
together to review one another’s written commentaries, analyzing lessons, and view 
accompanying videos provides teachers a lens into one another’s classrooms and give 
teachers a real sense of the content and pedagogy employed across content and 
developmental areas.  Rich dialogue can be facilitated to deeply explore real-time 
experiences of students in classes other than their own, which gives deeper meaning to 
vertical and horizontal curriculum alignment endeavors (NBPTS, 2012a).   
Given the need to improve teacher quality, research should determine whether 
there is an effect on teacher self-efficacy, and therefore teacher quality, by participating 
in specific, job-embedded, long-term professional development like National Board 
Certification.  Also, if participating in the NBPTS program is associated with self-
efficacy, the question arises as to the duration of the effect and the exponential growth of 
the teachers in leadership roles.  Common research inquiries focus on validation or 
negation of student achievement increases in the classrooms of National Board Certified 
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Teachers.  These research studies, including a congressionally mandated report (National 
Research Council, 2008), confirmed a positive impact on student achievement; students 
in a NBCT classroom made learning gains equivalent to an extra month in school 
(Vandervoort, Anrein-Beardsley, & Berliner, 2004).  NBCT classroom students showed 
stronger writing abilities, comprehension and integration of complex classroom material, 
understanding of concepts, and abstract thinking than students of non-NBCTs (Smith, 
Gordon, Colby, &Wang, 2005; Bond et al., 2000).   
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the National 
Board Certification process and teacher’s self-efficacy and leadership activities, as 
research suggests these would be good measures of the NBCT process as a viable 
professional development.   This study afforded the researcher the opportunity to examine professional 
development, and in this case National Board Certification programs, in the context of 
high-needs schools where the mandates and consequences of NCLB are lived out on a 
daily basis.  The study examined whether National Board Certification Teachers have 
higher perceptions of ability to impact learning, explicitly teacher self-efficacy.  
Furthermore, if self-efficacy is higher in NBCTs, this study examined whether it 
maintained throughout the years past certification, and whether is it a component that 
results in teachers’ participation in leadership roles. Kentucky NBCTs were surveyed 
using the Tschannen-Moran Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale.   
While all teachers have their own story as to why they seek National Board 
Certification, invariably it will crystallize into one theme--wanting to be the best for the 
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children they teach and becoming a better teacher, a highly qualified teacher by NCLB 
definition, as the result of being a candidate in the process (Hines, 2003b).     
Pragmatically, teacher quality and how to achieve it has been the focus of much 
discussion, as scholars and practitioners debate the difference between teacher quality 
and teacher effectiveness.  What is a highly qualified teacher? Is it a person who 
possesses a degree in the subject area they teach, or one with a set of skills and 
knowledge to engage learners to think and apply knowledge? Is a highly effective teacher 
someone whose students consistently score well on standardized tests, or is it someone 
who uses multiple measures of student learning and moves them forward on the learning 
continuum?  Weighing in on this debate, along with NBPTS (2012b), are many entities 
such as educational researchers Darling-Hammond (2000) and Danielson (1996); the 
Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), a consortium of 
state education agencies and national educational organizations; lobby groups such as 
The Abell Foundation (2010) that has a broad interest in public education and in 
educational capacity building for poor children; and numerous state legislatures. 
The General Research Question(s) for this study are partially based on the 
National Research Council (NRC) (2008) recommendations: 
1. Is there a significant difference between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy? 
2. Is there a significant interaction between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy 
and a) years of teaching and b) grade levels taught? 
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3. Is there a significant difference between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in a) the number of leadership roles 
assumed and b) the number of years of participation in leadership roles? 
4. Is there a relationship between the self-efficacy scores and the number of 
leadership roles NBPTS certified and non-certified teachers have assumed? 
Significance of the Study 
The demands on schools to improve their performance under the accountability 
mechanism of NCLB has brought an unprecedented focus on enhancing teacher 
effectiveness, largely through professional development.  As a result, this study affords 
the researcher the opportunity to study professional development, and, in this case, 
National Board Certification programs, in the context schools where the mandates and 
consequences of NCLB are lived out on a daily basis.  In addition, this study examines 
self-efficacy and NBCT, adding to the body of literature in both fields.  The research also 
may provide an explicit link between professional development and self-efficacy. 
Results and implications of this study will assist school districts, universities, and 
other stakeholders as they work together to determine the preeminent professional 
development programs that correspond to teacher evaluation and student achievement 
results.  If National Board Certified Teachers have higher perceptions of self-efficacy in 
the domains of content and pedagogical knowledge, it will provide leverage to consider 
NBPTS over alternative professional development programs.  Cohen and Rice (2005) 
conducted an independent research study on the design and cost of NBPTS and found 
when comparing NBPTS with the “costs of alternative approaches to teacher professional 
development, the NBC model is no more costly than alternative forms of professional 
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development and is less costly than some” (p. 3).  Information gleaned from this study, 
along with findings from the literature review, will ultimately inform all interested parties 
about one particular kind of professional development.  This study occurs at a particularly 
compelling time, as the economy continues to erode and school funding has been reduced 
to levels not seen in many years, resulting in the necessity for professional development 
programs to be judiciously chosen.   
Limitations 
The research was limited in several ways: 
1) The research data was limited to 150 NBCTs and 106 non-NBCTs in the 
Western Kentucky University (WKU) service district covering 35 school districts located 
in 26 counties.  The 256 teachers represented teachers in high school (19.9% of 
respondents), middle school (12.5% of respondents), and elementary (44.1% of 
respondents) school settings.  A larger pool of respondents would provide sounder 
results. 
 2) The level of self-efficacy teachers intrinsically possessed prior to National 
Board Certification was not measured.  Therefore, teachers with high levels of self-
efficacy may have self-selected to participate in the National Board process. 
 3) The teachers’ self-efficacy and leadership were measured at a general level and 
not in relation to a particular context, task, or group of students.  The perceived self-
efficacy reflection may vary within individual teachers when asked about different 
classes they face within a day (Raudenbush, Rown, & Cheong, 1992). 
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4) Another limitation was that no differences were made for the number and 
diversity of students taught or the complexity of the content knowledge teachers were 
responsible for covering.  These variables may have affected the conclusions 
 As a result of these factors, the findings and results of this study may not be 
generalized to other locations, populations, and/or time periods.   
Definition of Terms 
Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) is the measure by which schools, districts, and 
states are held accountable for student performance under Title I of the No Child Left 
Behind Act (NCLB), 
Assessment refers to the certification requirements established by the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards.   
Corrective Action is when a school or district fails to make AYP for four 
consecutive years.   
Candidate Support Provider is an educator, typically a National Board Certified 
Teacher, who has successfully completed the two-day National Board Training Program 
to provide highly skilled, systematic, and on-going support and assistance to other 
teachers in a school or school district to assist them in improving their teaching skills and 
practices.   
Candidate refers to a teacher who has successfully registered with the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards to complete the assessments in a given 
application period.   
Cohort is a group of school districts, collaborating districts, or educational 
cooperatives.   
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  National Board Certification means a demonstration by an experienced teacher of 
his or her teaching practice as measured against high and rigorous standards through a 
comprehensive assessment process administered by the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards.   
  National Board Certified Teacher (NBCT) is an individual who has completed all 
the requirements and achieved National Board Certification from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards.   
  National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) is an independent, 
nonprofit, nonpartisan, and nongovernmental organization.  It has as a mission to advance 
the quality of teaching and learning by maintaining high and rigorous standards for what 
accomplished teachers should know and be able to do; provide a national voluntary 
system of certifying teachers who meet these standards; and advocate for related 
education reforms to integrate National Board Certification in American education and to 
capitalize on the expertise of National Board Certified Teachers.   
  NCLB is the acronym for the No Child Left Behind Act, federal legislation of 
2001, a reauthorization of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).   
  Take One! is the single-entry alternative to full certification and a product of the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.  Participants in Take One! complete 
just one entry of the National Board process.  That entry is submitted to the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards for scoring.  The scores are banked and may 
be applied to full candidacy.  The Take One! program was started in 2005.   
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The following literature review will examine features of NCLB regulations and 
the resulting impact on school districts and teachers, the question of what constitutes 
teacher quality, a definition of teacher self-efficacy and its impact on teacher 
performance and research that has centered on the NBPTS.  One topic logically flows 
into the next to provide a framework for this study.  The hypothesis underpinning the 
research is NBCT’s possess higher levels of self-efficacy in three domains: instructional 
strategies, classroom management, and student engagement.  By doing so, they become 
quality teachers who have a higher propensity of positively impacting student 
achievement and assuming leadership positions.  
No Child Left Behind Reform 
The most intensive round of American education reform movements began in 
earnest with the 1983 report, A Nation at Risk, from the National Commission on 
Excellence in Education.  The impact of this 29-year-old report, precipitated by the 
United States sliding downward in academic comparisons with other industrial countries, 
has moved education and its reform to the forefront of the nation's concerns.  The 
Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), coordinated by the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), measures reading, mathematics, 
science, literacy, and cross-curricular competencies such as problem solving of 15-year-
old students.  PISA does not measure a particular curriculum but rather whether students 
can apply knowledge to real-world challenges (National Center for Education Statistics, 
2009; Tucker, 2011).  Alarmingly, the United States scored sixth in the 2009 PISA 
assessments in reading, math, and science performance, falling behind Shanghai, Finland, 
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Singapore, Canada, and Japan.  In 2009, a comparison of the U.S. with other participating 
countries reveals 23 had higher average scores in mathematics, nine had higher average 
scores in reading literacy, and 12 had higher average scores in science literacy (National 
Center for Education Statistics, 2009). While the U.S. is maintaining averages in the three 
assessed areas, other countries are inching forward. Data such as this magnifies the 
reform impetus (Tucker, 2011). 
The NCLB legislation of 2001 is the most current reform undertaking designed to 
improve student learning and the educational standing of the U.S. relative to other 
countries.  NCLB has created a great deal of accountability pressure, as it requires 
schools and districts to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward the goal of every 
child achieving proficiency in reading and mathematics by the year 2014.  In schools that 
repeatedly fail to make AYP, NCLB provides for a progressive series of increasingly 
intensive interventions.  This pressure filters down to the teacher’s ability in classrooms 
to positively impact student learning, as measured in student outcomes on norm-
referenced and criterion-referenced standardized testing.  The composite results of high 
stakes testing for districts and schools are public information, which labels the 
performance of the schools and, therefore, the teachers in those schools.  Various 
sanctions are in place at the state and federal levels for schools that are deemed 
persistently low achieving. The pressure for improvement becomes centered on teacher 
performance improvements.   
In 2009 President Obama and Secretary of Education Arne Duncan announced a 
$4.35 billion U.S. Department of Education contest, Race to the Top, to stimulate 
innovations and reforms in state and local school districts.  States received points for 
 25  
fulfilling prescribed education policies such as performance-based standards used for 
professional performance reviews for teachers and principals, complying with nationwide 
standards, endorsing charter schools, and computerization (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2009d).  Eligibility points were awarded for states that used value-added 
modeling in teacher evaluations.  Some states had banned value-added modeling (VAM) 
but changed their regulations to become eligible (Dillon, 2010) for this funding.  The 
largest portion of the 500-point Race to the Top rubric for grading the application was 
pay for performance, further reinforcing the emphasis on teacher behavior as the key to 
student achievement (U.S. Department of Education, 2009d).  In addition, the Race to the 
Top competition prompted 48 states to adopt common standards for kindergarten through 
grade 12 (K-12).  The National Governors Association and the Council of Chief State 
School Officers developed the Common Core Standards with funds from the Bill and 
Melinda Gates Foundation, the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, and others (Anderson, 
2010). 
Although many states competed to win the grants, only two states were awarded 
funds in Phase I (U.S. Department of Education, 2010d) and 10 states in Phase 2 of the 
competition (U.S. Department of Education, 2010e).  Race to the Top has been highly 
criticized by politicians, policy analysts, and educators, who point out that it imposes 
federal control on state schools.  Critics say that high-stakes testing is unreliable, that 
charter schools weaken public education, and that the federal government should not 
influence local schools.  Most important, teachers' unions and educators have complained 
that the tests are an inaccurate way to measure teacher performance (Quaid, 2009).  
Opponents further contended that the reforms were unproven or have been unsuccessful 
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in the past.  Former Assistant Secretary of Education Diane Ravitch stated that empirical 
evidence "shows clearly that choice, competition and accountability as education reform 
levers are not working" (Ravitch, 2010, p. 1). 
President Obama announced on February 9, 2012, that states were invited to apply 
for waivers to move beyond the flawed accountability measures of the NCLB.  In his 
address the President stated: 
The goals of No Child Left Behind were the right ones.  Standards and 
accountability - those are the right goals.  Closing the achievement gap, 
that’s a good goal.  That’s the right goal.  We’ve got to stay focused on 
those goals.  But we’ve got to do it in a way that doesn’t force teachers to 
teach to the test or encourage schools to lower their standards to avoid 
being labeled as failures.  So when it comes to fixing what’s wrong with 
No Child Left Behind, we’ve offered every state the same deal.  We’ve 
said, if you’re willing to set higher, more honest standards than the ones 
that were set by No Child Left Behind, then we’re going to give you the 
flexibility to meet those standards (The White House, 2012, p.  1). 
The waiver flexibility permitted states to make accountability decisions based on 
student growth and progress, as well as other measures of student learning and school 
performance such as school climate and access to rigorous coursework, rather than on a 
single standardized test score.  Another area of flexibility was given for teacher evaluation.  
States could begin to use multiple measures to evaluate teachers, including peer reviews, 
principal observations, portfolios, and student work (U.S. Department of Education, 
2012a).  The waivers ended a one-size-fits-all reform plan for all states and districts. 
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Teacher Quality 
The goal of reform is to improve student outcomes.  Recognizing that the number 
one leverage point for improving student outcomes is improving teacher performance, 
NCLB legislation include a provision that all students have access to “highly qualified 
teachers,” defined as teachers with full certification and demonstrated competence in the 
subject matter field(s) in which they teach (U.S.  Department of Education, 2002).  
NCLB positioned school districts to identify plans that enable teachers to prove practice 
and meet quality standards.  Improving scores by improving teachers’ practice is 
supported by a wide range of research indicating the positive impact teachers can have on 
student outcomes, including academic achievement, motivation, behavior, school 
engagement, and social skills (Darling-Hammond, 2008; David & Shields, 2001; 
Hallman, 2008; Montalvo et al., 2007; Togneri & Anderson, 2003; Tschannen-Moran et 
al., 1998).   
In a compelling study, Nye, Konstantopoulos, and Hedges (2004) randomly 
assigned students in 79 elementary schools to classes with control factors including 
previous achievement of students, socioeconomic status, gender, class size, and ethnicity.  
The research summarized the effect of teachers’ competencies in classroom strategies on 
student outcomes: 
…Indicates that students who have a teacher at the 75th percentile in terms 
of pedagogical competence will outgain students who have a teacher at the 
25th percentile by 14 percentile points in reading and in 
mathematics….indicates that students who have a 90th percentile teacher 
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will outgain students who have a 50th percentile teacher by 13 percentile 
points in reading and 18 in mathematics.  (p. 2)  
The interpretation provides compelling support for how much influence a teacher has on 
student achievement.  In order for students to learn at high levels, it is imperative that 
teachers be skilled at high levels of proficiency.   
An earlier study by Hanushek (1971) estimated that the difference between 
students having a good teacher and those having a poor teacher could exceed one grade 
level in annual achievement growth.  Similarly, Sanders (1998) and Sanders and Rivers 
(1996) maintained that the single most important factor affecting student achievement is 
teachers, and the effects on student achievement are both additive and cumulative.  Taken 
together, the conclusion can be made that quality teachers are critical determinants of 
student achievement.  This results in districts holding high expectations for teachers in 
the systems and so measuring accountability become paramount (Cawelti & Protheroe, 
2003; Cawelti & Protheroe, 2001; Corcoran & Lawrence, 2003; David & Shields, 2001; 
Snipes et al., 2002). 
Characteristics of teacher quality.  Leaders in P-12 settings must have a staff of 
teachers who are of “quality” in their ability to impact student learning.  The terms 
“quality teachers” or “highly qualified teachers” have been bantered around since the 
term was used to define what was needed in classrooms in order to improve the 
educational system in the United States.  As Rice (2003) pointed out:  
Education is the compilation and product of many and varied resources.  
Among these, teachers stand out as a key to realizing the high standards 
that are increasingly emphasized in schools and school systems across the 
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country.  Despite general agreement about the importance of high-quality 
teachers, researchers, practitioners, policy makers, and the public have 
been unable to reach a consensus about what specific qualities and 
characteristics make a good teacher.  (p. 1) 
The No Child Left Behind Act uses teacher quality as the cornerstone for what 
ails the educational system and calls for only highly qualified teachers to be in U.S.  
classrooms.  NCLB goes on to define highly qualified teachers as those with “(1) a 
bachelor's degree, (2) full state certification or licensure, and (3) demonstrated 
competency in each subject they teach” (U.S.  Department of Education, 2004a, p.  22).  
But is this all that makes a teacher highly qualified?  Could the delineation be much 
deeper?  What do school leaders need in order to be cognizant and sensitive when hiring 
and evaluating teachers? 
Various research studies examining what constitutes effective teacher 
dispositions, as measured by teacher ratings and student achievement gains, suggest 
many kinds of teacher knowledge and experience may be the contributing factors.  These 
include general academic and verbal ability, subject matter knowledge, knowledge about 
methodology and learning, experience, and preparation and certification requirements 
that measure these factors (Cavalluzzo, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Goldhaber & 
Anthony, 2004; Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Hanushek, 1971; Rice, 2003; Wilson, 
Floden, & Ferrini-Mundy, 2001; Vandervoort et al., 2004).  Rice, in particular, examined 
a wide range of empirical studies that reviewed five measurable teacher characteristics 
reflecting teacher quality.  The results of this meta-analysis include the following areas: 
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Teacher experience.  Evidence indicates that the number of years of experience 
has a positive effect on a teacher’s ability to impact student achievement. 
Teacher preparation programs and degrees.  The selectivity of the institution a 
teacher attended has a positive effect on student achievement, particularly at the 
secondary level.  This may partially be a reflection of the cognitive ability of the teacher.  
Also, evidence suggests that teachers who have earned advanced degrees have a positive 
impact on high school mathematics and science achievement when the degrees were in 
these subjects. 
Teacher certification.  When teachers have certification in mathematics, there is a 
positive effect on high school mathematics achievement.   
Teacher coursework.  Teacher coursework in both the subject area taught and 
pedagogy contributes to positive education outcomes, and this pedagogical coursework 
seems to contribute to teacher effectiveness at all grade levels, particularly when coupled 
with content knowledge.  The importance of content coursework is most pronounced at 
the high school level. 
Teachers’ own test scores.  Tests that assess the literacy levels or verbal abilities 
of teachers have been shown to be associated with higher levels of student achievement.  
Studies show the National Teachers Examination and other state-mandated tests of basic 
skills and/or teaching abilities are less consistent predictors of teacher performance.  The 
traits reported by Rice (2003) are easily measured, as they are clear academic teacher 
screening characteristics. 
Using data from a 50-state survey of policies and state case study analyses, the 
1993-94 Schools and Staffing Surveys (SASS), and the National Assessment of 
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Educational Progress (NAEP), Darling-Hammond (2000) examined the ways in which 
teacher qualifications and other school inputs are related to student achievement across 
states.  The findings suggested that policy investments in the quality of teachers might be 
related to improvements in student performance.  The quantitative analyses indicated that 
measures of teacher preparation and certification are the strongest correlates of student 
achievement in reading and mathematics.  Also, an analysis suggested that state policies 
regarding teacher education, licensing, hiring, and professional development may make 
an important difference in the qualifications and capacities that teachers bring to their 
work.   
Darling-Hammond and Ducommun (2010) and Darling-Hammond and Bransford 
(2005) provided specific teaching practices that influence student learning. 
• Understand subject matter deeply and flexibly 
• Connect what is to be learned to students’ prior knowledge and experience 
• Create effective scaffold and supports for learning 
• Use instructional strategies that help students draw connections, apply what they 
are learning, practice new skills, and monitor their own learning 
• Assess student learning continuously and adapt teaching to student needs 
• Provide clear standards, constant feedback, and opportunities for revising work 
• Develop and effectively manage a collaborative classroom in which all students 
have membership 
Darling-Hammond (2010a) went on to say that the key elements in effective 
schools include the careful scaffolding of learning of complex skills, “the conscious use 
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of multiple instructional strategies, well managed small-group work, real-world 
connections, and community service and internships” (pp.  254-255). 
Darling-Hammond (2006) wrote, “if teachers are to succeed, they must become 
leaner-centered and learning-centered” (p.  190). They must be clear about (a) what the 
nature of the subject matter is (why it is important and what is to be learned, and (b) how 
the particular learners they are teaching come to the content (what they know and need to 
know, how they learn, and what they care about).  Teachers must then connect the two, as 
teaching quality is a function of teacher quality.  Strong teacher quality may heighten the 
probability of strong teaching quality but does not guarantee it.  Initiatives to develop 
teaching quality must consider not only how to identify and develop the skills and 
abilities that are important for teachers, but also how to develop teaching contexts that 
enable good practice on the part of teachers (Darling-Hammond & Ducommun, 2010). 
Researchers also make a distinction between teacher quality and teaching quality.  
While teacher quality is comprised of the personal traits, skills, and understandings an 
individual brings to teaching, including dispositions to act in certain ways, teaching 
quality has to do with strong instruction that enables students to learn (Cavalluzzo, 2004; 
Croft et al., 2010; Danielson, 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2008, 2010b; Goldhaber & 
Anthony, 2004; Guskey, 1990;  Levine, 2010; Lustick & Sykes, 2006).  However, 
regardless of the quality of the teacher, the teaching quality may vary according to the 
context of the teaching environment (Cavalluzzo, 2004; Danielson, 2007; Darling-
Hammond, 2008; Guskey, 1988; Lustick & Sykes, 2006). 
Teachers may have all of the skills necessary to be a quality teacher, but placed in 
an environment outside of the skill range or knowledge base, they may not be able to 
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perform high teaching quality.  For example, a physics teacher placed in a biological 
science course, or French teacher placed in a Spanish course, may not present as a high 
quality teacher outside of their field.  Or, teachers placed in developmental areas not 
consistent with their preparation, such as a teacher placed in elementary grades that are 
high school grade-content area certified.  Therefore, a high quality teacher in one 
situation may not be able to provide high quality teaching in another (Darling-Hammond, 
2008; Darling-Hammond & Ducommun, 2010). 
Furthermore, conditions for instruction need to be taken into consideration when 
determining high quality teaching.  Factors enter into play that are totally out of teachers’ 
control such as class size, materials and resources, individual and collegial planning time, 
curriculum that is aligned vertically and horizontally across grade levels and content 
areas, and technology.  These factors depend on the administration and the policy 
systems in which they work (Darling-Hammond, 2008; Darling-Hammond & 
Ducommun, 2010).   
High stakes testing has resulted in acute measurement of student learning, and 
teachers have begun the quest to set high goals for student achievement based on 
assessment results.  As a result, an identified need surfaced that teachers should be adept 
at disaggregating standards in order to articulate high learning goals relative to their 
particular curriculum and development level.  Based on those results, teachers should 
design and implement instruction utilizing appropriate, research-based pedagogical skills 
(Learning Forward, 2012).  Marzano (2003) articulates a structure for understanding the 
characteristics of effective schools and effective teachers as: (a) use of effective 
classroom strategies; (b) use of effective classroom management strategies; and (c) 
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design of effective classroom curricula.  Marzano further stated, “…these three 
characteristics are highly interdependent and that to separate them is an artificial 
distinction” (p.  6).  Marzano offered a framework of guiding questions to enable teachers 
to design effective instruction. 
Accountability.  Accountability systems to monitor a teacher’s ability to impact 
student learning became increasingly important as a result of NCLB (Danielson, 2007).  
Two main methods of teacher evaluation are often utilized.  Value added models (VAM) 
are designed to statistically measure teacher impact on students’ test scores over time.  In 
contrast, observational systems use charts, rating scales, checklists, rubrics, and narrative 
descriptions to establish a teacher’s performance level and growth needs (Strong, 
Gargani, & Hacifazlioglu, 2011).   
Educational researchers, policy makers, and administrators have used VAM to 
estimate the effects of teachers or schools on the achievement of students.  Learning is 
almost always measured by gains on standardized achievement tests (Strong et al., 2011).  
Sanders (1998) maintained that VAM demonstrates the importance of teachers as the 
variance in student learning outcomes.  Many consider VAM, including the U.S. DOE, to 
be a promising method to determine teacher effectiveness (Strong et al., 2011).  
However, opponents claim “this attribution assumes that student learning is measured 
well by a given test, is influenced by the teacher alone, and is independent from the 
growth of classmates and other aspects of the classroom context” (Darling-Hammond, 
Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012, p.  8). 
The aspects of effective teaching outlined by Darling-Hammond and Bransford 
(2005) have been incorporated into professional teaching standards that offer another 
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approach to teacher evaluation.  The Council for Chief State School Officers created the 
Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), which translated 
these into standards for beginning teachers that have been adopted by over 40 states for 
initial teacher licensing.  These standards have become the basis for assessments of 
teaching that incorporate classroom evidence of student learning, and large-scale studies 
have shown that they can predict teachers’ value-added effectiveness (Darling-Hammond 
et al., 2012; National Research Council, 2008).   
The Framework for Teaching (Danielson, 2007) is one of the most widely used 
measures of teacher quality that includes a classroom observation component.  The 
Cincinnati Public Schools use a modified form of the Framework for Teaching, a 
standards-based system for teacher evaluation that involves multiple classroom 
observations and detailed written feedback to teachers.  This system has been found to 
produce ratings that reflect teacher effectiveness in supporting student learning gains and 
to improve teachers’ performance and their future effectiveness (Darling-Hammond et 
al., 2012; Milanowski, 2004; Milanowski, Kimball, & White, 2004; Rockoff & Speroni, 
2010; Strong et al., 2011; Taylor & Tyler, 2011).   
The federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) places stress on school districts to 
provide assistance for teachers to improve their practice in order to make measureable 
improvement on student learning.  To increase student learning, educators continuously 
employ data analysis to drive improvement in instructional practice.  Research indicates 
the number one influence for improving student outcomes is improving teacher 
performance (Bond et al., 2000; Lustick & Sykes, 2006; Park et al., 2007; Ralph, 2003; 
Rothberg, Futrell, & Lieberman, 1998; Sato, Chung-Wei, & Darling-Hammond, 2008; 
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Yankelovich Partners, 2001).  Therefore, the answer is predictably professional 
development that provides teachers exposure and practice to new classroom approaches 
that meet the needs of students (Massell & Goertz, 2002).  However, while professional 
development opportunities abound, they often do not equate with teacher growth and 
assured improvement in student achievement (Burke, 2000; Guskey, 1986, 1990). 
Professional Development  
Highly qualified teacher status through NCLB is now regularly understood to be the 
product of effective teacher professional development (Skyes, 1996), from formal 
structured workshops and seminars, teacher study groups, university courses, and state and 
national conferences.  Having a critical role in school improvement efforts, the federal 
government spent $1.5 billion in 2012 on professional development for teachers.  Through 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title I, Part A, $13.9 billion in 
2004-2005 was provided to Title I schools (Birman, LeFlock, Klekotka, Ludwig, Taylor, & 
Walters, 2007).  ESEA provides financial assistance to local educational agencies and 
schools with high numbers or high percentages of children from low-income families to 
ensure that all children meet challenging state academic standards.  Much of the financial 
assistance is poured into professional development programs (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2012b). 
However, school professional development efforts often lack focus and structure, 
such as one-time workshop models (Stein et al., 1999), or expect teachers to work in 
isolation without support (Saxe et al., 2001).  Therefore, such efforts can fail to change 
the teacher’s level of effectiveness in impacting student learning.  Efforts to train and 
prepare are sometimes disjointed and leave constituents searching for answers to 
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questions such as, “How do I make this work in my organization?”  In addition, teachers 
not only need development, but it must be relevant, embedded, and occur consistently 
over time (Cohen & Hill, 2001; Garet et al., 2001; Supovitz et al., 2000; Weiss & Pasley, 
2006).  While professional development opportunities abound, they often do not provide 
a panacea for teacher growth.  Efforts generally do not provide for long-term practice and 
coaching in order for the teacher to embed the content and pedagogy into daily practice 
(Croft et al., 2010; Hawley & Valli, 1999; Penuel et al., 2007; Togneri & Anderson, 
2003).  With ever decreasing professional development funding, school administrators 
need to make decisions on what programs best suit the individual needs of the school and 
the teachers. 
Education program reform precipitates shifting goals, changing activities, and 
wide variations across school sites, so trepidation may build as individuals are required to 
step out of their comfort zones and change how they have worked in the past.  Good 
leadership, therefore, requires that top administrators take the initiative, set the agenda, 
establish the pace, contribute to the conversation, and allow the teachers to articulate and 
determine program priorities and content as they learn from experience and as programs 
adapt to their environments (Murphy, 2000).   
Teacher Self-Efficacy 
 
“The parents send me the very best they have to educate.  So, it is my 
responsibility to be the best teacher I can for their children as I have the ability and 
capacity to move them along the learning continuum.  It is a promise I make to the 
children, their parents, and myself” (Hines, 2003a).  This teacher would appear to have a 
strong perception of self-efficacy – a perception that allows teachers to take charge of the 
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competencies in their professional life.  Albert Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as 
“beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the course of action required to 
produce certain attainments” (p.  3).  This belief defines how teachers think and feel 
about their teaching practice and their ability to motivate children to learn by making 
judgments to accomplish critical instructional tasks (Wolters & Daugherty, 2007).    
Bandura (1977b) pioneered observational learning.  His initial interest 
encompassed learning outcomes based on the concept of self-efficacy levels.  He 
believed that, when a person moved beyond observing a behavior and was capable of 
producing that desired behavior, the person would experience accomplishment.  After 
reaching that accomplishment, individuals are able to begin to believe they can produce a 
positive outcome on the environment.   
A precursor to extended self-efficacy research was the RAND Corporation 
evaluation of whether teachers believed they could control the outcome of their actions 
(Armor et al., 1976; Henson, 2001; Kelm & McIntosh, 2012).  The RAND researchers 
defined teacher self-efficacy as teachers’ perceptions of their capacity to influence the 
motivation and learning of all students, even if the students were unmotivated or 
exhibited behavior problems (Guskey, 1988).  This work was conceptually founded on 
Rotter’s (1966) locus of control theory.  If the locus is internal, in which individuals 
believe they can control events that affect them, feelings of self-efficacy will be enhanced 
by success and diminished by failure.  The theory would then account for the teachers’ 
beliefs that they can control events affecting student learning through the act of teaching.   
The human agency of self-efficacy operates in a process called triadic reciprocal 
causation that includes three interrelated forces: environmental influences, personal 
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behavior, and internal factors unique to everyone such as cognitive, affective, and 
biological processes.  Bandura (1986) described this process of reciprocity as: 
In the social cognitive view people are neither driven by inner forces nor 
automatically shaped and controlled by external stimuli.  Rather, human 
functioning is explained in terms of a model of triadic reciprocally in 
which behavior, cognitive and personal factors and environmental events 
all operate as interacting determinants of each other.  (p. 18) 
This does not mean that the three sets of interacting determinants are of equal 
strength, as they vary by different activities and circumstances (Bandura, 1997).  Bandura 
(1977, 1977b, 1986, 1997) developed the theoretical foundation of self-efficacy in social 
cognitive theory that maintains humans have the capacity of human agency, or the 
intentional pursuit of actions.  Bandura indicated that difference in self-efficacy correlates 
to fundamentally different worldviews.  People with high self-efficacy generally believe 
that they are in control of their own lives and that their own actions and decisions shape 
their lives, while people with low self-efficacy may see their lives as outside their control.   
The desire and need for personal control over what happens in their lives 
permeates almost everything people do.  The ability to secure desired over undesired 
outcomes is a positive incentive for developing personal control.  However, people have 
to believe that they can actually produce desired effects by their actions.  They use 
efficacy beliefs to modify their lives by being self-organizing, proactive, self-regulating, 
and self-reflecting (Bandura, 2006).  This means that individuals may regulate their own 
behavior through motivation, thought processes, affective states and actions, or changing 
environmental conditions based around their efficacy beliefs.  Bandura proposed self-
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efficacy as a personal belief system that is causally related to behavior and outcomes; i.e., 
people make judgments about their ability to perform certain actions required to achieve 
a desirable outcome.  Then, based on their judgments, they may or may not proceed to 
engage in those actions.   
Bandura’s (1977b) original work was intended to describe self-efficacy in the 
general population.  In 1997 Bandura reviewed almost two thousand published studies to 
examine the role of self-efficacy perceptions in an array of performance domains that 
included teachers.  In this context, self-efficacy described how teachers think and feel 
about their teaching practice and their ability to impact student learning.  To enhance 
teacher self-efficacy, teachers must believe that their behaviors can affect the education 
of their students.  However, Bandura (1997) pointed out that teachers’ sense of self-
efficacy is not uniform across the many types of tasks teachers are asked to perform, nor 
is it uniform across different subject matter.  Therefore, Bandura constructed an 
instrument to measure teacher self-efficacy.  The instrument consisted of 30 items with 
seven subscales: efficacy to influence decision making, efficacy to influence school 
resources, instructional efficacy, disciplinary efficacy, efficacy to enlist parental 
involvement, efficacy to enlist community involvement, and efficacy to create a positive 
school climate.  Each item is measured on a 9-point scale anchored with the notations: 
nothing, very little, some influence, quite a bit, a great deal.  The measure attempted to 
provide a multi-faceted picture of teachers’ efficacy beliefs without becoming too narrow 
or specific.  Unfortunately, reliability and validity information about the measure are not 
available (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).   
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Bandura (1997) pointed out that effective teaching requires skills, but the teacher 
must have perceived efficacy to use those skills well.  In classrooms where teachers have 
high levels of self-efficacy, considerable learning occurs.  As challenges arise, these 
teachers have belief in their capabilities and are able to approach issues with assurance 
and a sense of control.  They also know when they need to improve their skill base and 
have the confidence to acquire the knowledge to better their practice.  They set 
challenging goals and maintain strong commitment to them.   
Teaching efficacy exists on two levels, general teaching efficacy and personal 
teaching efficacy (Weasmer & Woods, 1998).  General teaching efficacy refers to 
teachers’ perceptions that teaching can influence student learning.  Bandura (1977a) 
referred to this as outcome expectancy, whereby a person believes “This can be done.”   
A positive sense of general teaching efficacy suggests that students can learn regardless 
of their backgrounds, friends, family situations, or capabilities.  Teachers who believe 
students cannot learn because of one of these factors are exhibiting a low sense of general 
teaching efficacy.  Teachers’ self-efficacy is important to students and their academic 
achievement and indicates that self-efficacy is often a better predictor of behavior than is 
past performance (Bandura, 1977a). 
Additionally, self-efficacy is not considered a stable individual character trait but, 
rather, is an active and learned system of traits that fluctuates in varying contexts.  Self-
efficacy beliefs influence thought patterns and emotions that enable actions in which 
individuals can pursue goals, rebound from setbacks, and exercise some control over 
events that affect their lives.  It is accepted that confidence, motivation, and self-
knowledge inform a teacher’s self-efficacy belief system.  These beliefs operate as key 
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factors in the system of human competence (Bandura, 1997).  This leads to the 
assumption that self-efficacy traits are powerful influences on overall teacher 
effectiveness with students: the higher the sense of self-efficacy, the greater the 
perseverance and the higher the chance that the pursued activity will be performed 
successfully.  Also, teachers’ belief in their self-efficacy “affects their general orientation 
toward the educational process as well as their specific instructional activities” (Bandura, 
1997, p.  241).  Dellinger, Bobbett, Oliver, and Elliot (2008) asserted: 
The construct of teacher self-efficacy provides a focus on the role played 
by teacher’s beliefs in their ability to perform a wide variety of teaching 
tasks required in different contexts.  They define teacher self-efficacy as ‘a 
teacher’s individual belief in their capability to perform specific teaching 
tasks at a specified level of quality in a given specified situation.’  (p.  2)  
From this perspective, teacher self-efficacy focuses on successfully achieving a 
specific task.  For example, a teacher may have different degrees of perceived self-
efficacy in instructional situations than in providing collegial support, as well as different 
perceptions of the ability to teach effectively based on the content matter or the class 
makeup (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012).  
As challenges arise, self-efficacious teachers believe in their capabilities and, 
thus, are able to approach these issues with assurance and a sense of control.  They also 
know when they need to improve their skill base and have the confidence to acquire the 
knowledge to better their practice.  In other words, they know what they do not know.  
Also, the efficacious teachers think “in terms of can do rather than will do.  Can is a 
judgment of capability; will is a statement of intention” (Bandura, 2006, p.  308).  
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Therefore, they set challenging goals and maintain strong commitment to them (Bandura, 
1997).  Bandura (1986) observed, “People regulate their level and distribution of effort in 
accordance with the effects they expect their actions to have.  As a result, behavior is 
better predicted from their beliefs than from the actual consequences of their actions” (p.  
129). 
Also, aligned with Bandura’s (1997) definition of teacher self-efficacy is the 
interpretation of Guskey and Passaro (1994) that it also is the teacher’s ability to foster 
positive outcomes on student performance, including academic achievement motivation 
and social skills.  Klassen and Chiu (2010) stated that teachers develop this sense of 
effectiveness in the three domains of educational self-efficacy: instructional strategies, 
classroom management, and student engagement.  Furthermore, educational researchers 
are finding that teachers’ self-efficacy is an indication of feelings of professional 
effectiveness and preparation to meet the challenges of the classroom, thereby 
influencing their teaching and their students’ motivation and achievement (Skaalvik & 
Shaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran et al, 2007; Tschannen-Moran  & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001). 
Salanova et al., (2011) reported further benefits to teachers developing high levels 
of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, a personal belief about task-specific capabilities, also 
regulates engagement defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is 
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption in the activity” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, 
p.  72). The Salanova et al. study is particularly important, in that it suggests there is 
spiral interplay between efficacy and engagement.  Self-efficacy precedes engagement; 
with increased engagement, efficacy is strengthened. 
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These teachers differentiate for students who fall behind academically so they can 
make up deficits.  Conversely, instruction is differentiated for the academically 
precocious students who need additional stimulation.  Unfortunately, educational systems 
can be littered with conditions that can easily erode teachers’ sense of efficacy and 
occupational satisfaction.  In education, program reform is typically characterized by 
shifting goals, changing activities, and wide variation across school sites.  As a result, 
trepidation builds as educators are required to step out of their comfort zones and change 
how they have worked in the past.  Teachers need “an environment that values and 
supports hard work, … acceptance of challenging tasks, risk taking, and … promotion of 
growth” (Midgley & Wood, 1993, p.  252). Sharing their personal practice contributes to 
creating such a setting.  When teachers had opportunities for collaborative inquiry and for 
the learning related to it, they were able to develop and share a body of wisdom gleaned 
from their experience (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006).  In all circumstances, 
administrators should take the initiative, set the agenda, establish the pace, and contribute 
to the conversation, as well as allow the teachers to articulate and determine program 
priorities and content as they learn from experience and as programs adapt to their 
environments (Murphy, 2000). 
The role of teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching has attracted considerable attention 
in educational research.  Numerous studies support Bandura’s (1977a) theoretical model 
and indicate a strong relationship between perceived self-efficacy and actual performance 
(Enderlin-Lampe, 1997).  The motivation of teachers can greatly increase emotional 
rewards that they indicate are so satisfying, yet so infrequent, in the current system 
(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Enderlin-Lampe, 1997).  Also found was a statistically 
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significant relationship between levels of professional self-efficacy and gains in student 
achievement in different subject areas (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Reyes, 1990).  Teacher 
efficacy also has been associated with change in teacher practice as a result of staff 
development and planned change initiatives (Reyes, 1990). 
Bandura (1997) reported that affective behavior could be predicted in school 
contexts exhibiting a responsive environment that rewards valued accomplishments and 
fosters productive engagement, aspiration, and personal satisfaction.  Masterful academic 
leadership by the principal builds teachers’ sense of instructional efficacy (Coladarci, 
1992).  Ruscoe and Whitford (1989) attributed an increase in sense of efficacy and more 
positive attitudes and work environment to the following: supportive administration, 
collegial faculty, and a major focus on students, which is supported by Enderlin-Lampe 
(1997).  In highly efficacious schools, in addition to serving as administrators, principals 
are educational leaders who seek ways to improve instruction.  They determine ways to 
work around stifling politics and regulations that hinder academic innovativeness.  
Therefore, it is important for administrators to empower their teachers, let them know 
their opinions are important, and let them have a voice in decisions that affect them and 
their students.  This is an administrative support need that is important to teachers. 
Additionally, Bandura (1997) said,  
Things that make schools effective typically include strong academic 
leadership by the principal, high academic standards with firm belief in 
students’ capabilities to fulfill them, mastery oriented instruction that 
enables students to exercise control over their academic performance, 
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good management of classroom behavior conducive to learning, and 
parental support and involvement in their children’s schooling.  (p.  244) 
High expectations and standards for achievement pervade the environment of efficacious 
schools. 
Administrators must promote a school culture that will cultivate a sense of self-
efficacy in teachers by fostering a pervasive attitude of high expectations and standards 
for achievement for students.  Bandura (1997) described efficacious schools as a place 
where: 
Teachers regard their students as capable of high scholastic attainments, 
set challenging academic standards for them, and reward behaviors 
conducive to academic development.  High standards will not accomplish 
much and can actually be demoralizing, unless learning activities are 
structured and conducted in ways that ensure they will be mastered.  
Deeper analysis would probably reveal that efficacious schools not only 
endorse high standards but also back them up with mastery aids for 
success.  In such schools, teachers maintain a resilient sense of 
instructional efficacy and accept a fair share of responsibility for their 
students’ academic progress.  (p.  244)  
 Researchers have also found positive relationships of teacher efficacy to teacher 
involvement in decision-making and to collegial support of classroom innovations 
(Reyes, 1990).  Research conducted by Denham and Michael (1981), and reexamined by 
Enderlin-Lampe (1997), suggested that teachers frequently believe they do not possess 
the competencies to have an integral part in shared governance.  In contrast, the Ruscoe 
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and Whitford (1991) research conducted in the 24 professional development schools 
(PDS) in Kentucky’s Jefferson County Public Schools documented teachers' positive 
self-efficacy and a sense of empowerment toward their schools' learning climate.  The 
1990-1991 survey and interview results showed that teachers seemed to have positive 
opinions of their experiences in the schools’ restructuring efforts.  While showing 
appreciation for shared decision-making, teachers more often accounted for their positive 
attitudes by describing a supportive administrative style; a change-oriented, collegial 
faculty; and a student-centered orientation. 
Bandura (1986) extended his work to include the leadership studies domain.  
Leadership self-efficacy was found to predict leadership behavior and distinguish leaders 
from non-leaders.  Personal efficacy was found to influence the goals people choose; 
their aspirations; how much effort they will exert on a given task, and how long they will 
persist in the face of difficulties, obstacles, and disappointments.  In sum, the more 
efficacious individuals are, the more they are motivated, persistent, goal-directed, 
resourceful, resilient, and problem solvers.  These same characteristics have been found 
to describe effective leaders (Locke, 1991).  Likewise, McEwan (2002) described 
leadership in teachers within the classroom setting in three areas:  leading students, 
leading parents, and leading colleagues.  Teachers lead students through example, 
empowerment, inspiration, and listening; teachers lead parents through collaboration, 
information, communication, affirmations, and invitation; and teachers lead colleagues 
through collaboration, coaching, and mentoring.  McEwan asserted that high levels of 
these skills in teachers are what districts should look for in hiring practices. 
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Also emerging in the leadership literature is the relationship between self-
confidence and self-efficacy.  Self-confidence is always listed as an essential 
characteristic of successful leadership (Judge & Bono, 2000; Locke, 1991; Northouse, 
2001).  However, self-confidence and self-efficacy are not identical conceptually.  Self-
confidence is considered a personality trait, and therefore, it is not subject to change.  
Bandura (1997) states, ”Confidence is a nondescript term that refers to strength of belief 
but does not necessarily specify what the certainty is about.  I can be supremely confident 
that I will fail at an endeavor.” (p. 382).  In contrast, self-efficacy is a personal belief, a 
self-judgment about one’s task-specific capabilities to produce given levels of attainment.  
Being a social cognition, it is subject to change, given the appropriate conditions.  
However, both have been noted to be related to some extent (McCormick et al., 2002).  
Chemers (1997) asserted that an individual’s ability to engage in leadership behaviors 
required by the situation, the characteristic of leadership self-efficacy, is influenced by 
the person’s self-confidence.  This translates to mean that a highly confident person who 
is in a leadership role also would be likely to report a high level of self-efficacy for the 
leadership task.  If the individual is successful in the role, the contributing factor is not 
self-confidence but, rather, the self-efficacious belief regarding his/her capabilities.  As 
Bandura (1982) observed, the most potent cause of self-efficacy is past performance 
accomplishments in a task.  This suggests that the more success an individual experiences 
participating in leadership roles, the higher the level of self-efficacy (McCormick et al., 
2002). 
Self-efficacy is highly related to the frequency with which a person attempts to 
assume a leadership role, given the opportunity.  Research by Chemers et al. (2000) 
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revealed that individuals high in leadership self-efficacy reported a significantly greater 
frequency in attempting to take on leadership roles than those categorized as low on 
leadership self-efficacy.  The McCormick et al. (2002) prediction was confirmed in that 
the number of leadership role experiences a person has is positively associated with his or 
her leadership self-efficacy belief.  Consequently, high levels of professional self-efficacy 
may inspire teachers to venture into leadership roles (Bandura, 1997; Chemers et al., 
2011; McCormick, 2001; McCormick et al., 2002).  It would seem appropriate for 
teachers, schools, and districts to pursue professional development paths that would 
develop self-efficacy in teachers, not only to increase student achievement, but also to 
grow the impact that teachers can have as educators through leadership roles. 
The question remains as to how to best develop self-efficacy in teachers.  Is there 
a professional development process that would achieve this end? 
National Board Certification 
A program that provides research-proven learning structure for teachers is the 
NBPTS, created in 1987 after the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy's Task 
Force on Teaching as a Profession released A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st 
Century of 1986 (National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2012a).  The 
report followed the 1983 landmark report, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for 
Educational Reform, developed by the President's Commission on Excellence in 
Education.  A Nation at Risk created alarm among educators, parents, business 
executives, and legislators regarding the economic and social consequences of an 
education system failing to keep pace with a changing American and global society 
(Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986).  The Carnegie Task Force 
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report, A Nation Prepared, stated, "The key to success lies in creating a profession equal 
to the task--a profession of well-educated teachers prepared to assume new powers and 
responsibilities to redesign schools for the future" (p.  2).  The task force urged the 
teaching profession to set standards and certify teachers who meet those standards and 
called for the formation of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
(National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2012a). 
Previously, no substantial attempt such as proposed by the Carnegie Task Force 
had been made to pull the views of quality teaching into a unified concept (National 
Research Council, 2008).  James Hunt, Jr., the first chair of the board, described NBPTS 
as “originally set up to help create a true profession of teaching because we didn’t agree 
on standards, and we didn’t assess teachers rigorously, and we didn’t have ways to move 
them along in the profession” (Keller, 2006).  A 63-member board was established, and 
two-thirds of the members were teachers who defined performance and content standards, 
assessment protocols, the kinds of certificates for subject and developmental areas, and 
the prerequisites required (National Research Council, 2008).  The work of the Institute 
for Research on Teaching at Michigan State University, codirected by Judith Lanier and 
Lee Shuman, and later the Teacher Assessment Development Project (TAP) at Sanford 
University directed by Lee Shuman significantly influenced the development of the 
program.  Drawing on the work of the TAP, the National Board began with the 
assumption that accomplished teachers make use of a set of skills and knowledge of 
students, pedagogy, and of the content they teach.  Teachers’ proficiency develops and 
improves over time, and the developers’ focus was on the attributes of experienced 
teachers (Sykes & Wilson, 1988).  Five core propositions were developed as the 
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characteristics that could be identified and recognized in teachers (National Research 
Council, 2008).   
These five core propositions form the foundation and frame the rich amalgam of 
knowledge, skills, dispositions, and beliefs that characterize NBCTs (National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards, 2012a, p. 3-5).  The core propositions are: 
1. Teachers are committed to students and their learning. 
2. Teachers know the subjects they teach and how to teach these subjects to 
students. 
3. Teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring student learning. 
4. Teachers think systematically about their practice and learn from experience. 
5. Teachers are members of learning communities. 
Based on the Five Core Propositions, a standards-based approach to develop and assess 
teachers was initially developed.  Standards in more than 25 teaching areas were 
subsequently defined by subject matter and developmental level of students.  Table 1 
illustrates these propositions and explanations. 
Table 1.   
The Five Core Propositions 
Core Proposition Explanation 
1 Teachers are committed to 
students and their learning. 
 
• Teachers recognize individual differences in their students and 
adjust their practice accordingly. 
• Teachers have an understanding of how students develop and 
learn. 
• Teachers treat students equitably. 
• Teachers’ mission extends beyond developing the cognitive 
capacity of their students. 
2 Teachers know the subjects 
they teach and how to teach 
those subjects to students. 
• Teachers appreciate how knowledge in their subjects is created, 
organized, and linked to other disciplines. 
• Teachers command specialized knowledge of how to convey a 
subject to students.   
• Teachers generate multiple paths to knowledge. 
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A Technical Analysis Group, chaired by Richard Jaeger at the University of North 
Carolina at Greensboro, was formed to bring additional psychometric expertise on 
assessment design.  The board faced assessment challenges such as developing tasks that 
would be comparable across assessment years; setting performance standards and cut 
scores for the assessments; designing ways to score the assessments that would yield 
valid and reliable scores; piloting the scoring and standard-setting procedures; evaluating 
issues of fairness, such as possible adverse impact on particular population subgroups; 
and conducting validation studies.  The Technical Analysis Group was composed 
primarily of well-known experts in measurement, and the group frequently sought out 
additional expertise to address specific questions (NRC, 2008).  The assessments for the 
first certificate were completed in 1993, and the first set of teachers earned board 
certification during the 1993-1994 school year (NRC, 2008).  By the 2011-2012 school 
year, over 100,000 teachers had earned board certification (National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards, 2012a). 
Other developments have influenced the impact on the National Board since its 
inception.  For example, the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
has worked to improve the preparation of new teachers, and the National Council for 
3 Teachers are responsible for 
managing and monitoring 
student learning. 
• Teachers call on multiple methods to meet their goals. 
• Teachers orchestrate learning in-group settings. 
• Teachers place a premium on student engagement. 
• Teachers regularly assess student progress.   
• Teachers are mindful of their principal objectives. 
4 Teachers think 
systematically about their 
practice and learn from 
experience. 
• Teachers are continually making difficult choices that test their 
judgment. 
• Teachers seek the advice of others and draw on education 
research and scholarship to improve their practice. 
5 Teachers are members of 
learning communities. 
• Teachers contribute to school effectiveness by collaborating with 
other professionals. 
• Teachers work  
• Teachers take advantage of community resources. 
SOURCE: Reprinted with permission from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
(http://www.nbpts.org).  All rights reserved. 
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Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) (NCATE, 2006) has focused on the 
educational quality of the programs that prepare teachers.  Both of these groups have 
worked to align their standards with those developed by the National Board.  Together 
with the NBPTS, these organizations are sometimes referred to as the “three-legged 
stool” of teacher quality (Bradley, 1997). 
NBPTS is defined today as an independent, nonprofit, nonpartisan, and 
nongovernmental organization, with a mission to  
advance the quality of teaching and learning by maintaining high and 
rigorous standards for what accomplished teachers should know and be 
able to do; provide a national voluntary system of certifying teachers who 
meet these standards; and, advocate for related education reforms to 
integrate National Board Certification in American education and to 
capitalize on the expertise of National Board Certified Teachers” 
(National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2012a, p.1).   
The NBPTS’ assessment of accomplished teaching requires that teachers 
assemble evidence of practice and performance in a portfolio that includes video 
recordings of teaching accompanied by commentary, lesson plans, and evidence of 
student learning.  These pieces of evidence are scored by trained evaluators who are 
experts in the same teaching field, using rubrics that define critical dimensions of 
teaching as the basis of the evaluation.  A National Board certificate attests that a teacher 
has been judged by peers as one who is accomplished, makes sound professional 
judgments about students' best interests, and acts effectively on those judgments.  Offered 
on a voluntary basis, National Board Certification complements, but does not replace, 
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state licensing while state-licensing systems set entry-level standards for novice teachers.  
National Board Certification establishes advanced standards for experienced teachers 
(National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2012a). 
Teachers may progress through the process in a variety of ways (see Figure 1).  
They may start by undertaking the Take One! program, in which one of the four portfolio 
entries is completed and scored.  This score may be banked and added to scores if the 
teacher chooses to become a full candidate.  Take One! offers candidates the luxury of 
learning the NBPTS process without the pressure of completing all four portfolio entries 
and completing six assessment center open response questions.  Candidates may choose 
to become full candidates after Take One! or to not pursue full candidacy and use Take 
One! as a professional development experience.  Teachers may enter NPBTS candidacy 
by becoming full candidates.  They have one school year to complete four portfolio 
entries and six assessment center open response questions.  Scores are released the 
following fall term of the next school year.  Teachers receiving a composite score of 275 
or higher are successful candidates and become National Board Certified.  Teachers 
receiving a score of 274 or less may become an Advanced Candidate and they may retake 
entries.  Candidate teachers have two years to successfully complete entries.  Teachers 
also may decide to not become Advanced Candidates and quit the program.  Certification 
is active for 10 years.  In the eighth or ninth year of certification, National Board 
Certified Teachers are required to complete a Renewal Program to maintain certification 
status.   
The National Board process guides teachers through deconstruction of teacher 
performance standards and real-time analysis and reflection of instructional decisions.  
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Since teachers often work in isolation or in groups that are composed of like content 
and/or developmental levels, they often do not acquire a sense of the continuity of the 
learning continuum needed in the development of instructional lessons and/or units.  This 
prevents teachers from seeing the global picture that would enable them to make sounder 
decisions on goals, assessment, and instruction. The professional development option 
provides embedded practice in developing learning sequences that align learning goals 
and objectives, assessment practices, and instruction.  Teachers are guided to cultivate 
deep knowledge of students to identify differentiation requirements and to employ 
continual and recursive formative assessment that guides instructional adjustments.  
Furthermore, working together to review one another’s written commentaries, analyzing 
lessons, and viewing accompanying videos provide teachers a lens into each classroom 
and give teachers a real sense of the content and pedagogy employed across content and 
developmental areas.  Rich dialogue can be facilitated to deeply explore real-time 
experiences of students in classes other than their own, which gives real meaning to 
vertical and horizontal curriculum alignment endeavors (Hines & Evans, 2010).   
Teachers across the nation are able to gauge their skills and knowledge against 
objective, peer-developed standards of advanced practice.  As teachers hone their 
professional skills, their students reap the greatest rewards (Bond et al., 2000; Lustick & 
Sykes, 2006; Park et al., 2007; Massell & Goertz, 2002; Ralph, 2003; Rothberg et al., 
1998; Sato et al., 2008; Yankelovich, 2001).  Designed to identify experienced 
accomplished teachers, a number of states and districts use National Board certification 
as the basis for salary bonuses or other forms of teacher recognition such as selection as a 
mentor or lead teacher. 
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Figure 1. National Board Certification Progression 
The Life Cycle of the Career Teacher Model (Steffy &Wolfe, 1997; Steffy, 
Wolfe, Pasch, & Enz, 2000) is based on the premise that, given the right context, teachers 
will continue to grow throughout their careers; it provides a benchmark as to when a 
teacher is professionally ready for National Board Certification candidacy.  The model 
identifies six distinct phases of development and the positive resulting growth when 
teachers strive for and achieve a standard of excellence and competence that impacts 
student learning: Novice, Apprentice, Professional, Expert, Distinguished, and Emeritus 
(see Figure 2).  
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The novice phase occurs when pre-service teachers begin practicum and clinical 
work as part of their teacher education program and continues through student teaching 
and internship programs.  The apprentice phase begins when they have responsibility for 
planning for students on their own and typically continues for the first three years of 
teaching.  The professional stage emerges as teachers grow in self-confidence as 
educators, with students’ respect for teachers and teachers’ respect for students as the 
underpinning elements.  The expert stage symbolizes achievement at the highest 
professional standards; these teachers meet the expectations required for National Board 
Certification even if they do not pursue it (Steffy & Wolfe, 1997; Steffy et al., 2000).  
The distinguished phase describes teachers who are truly gifted in their field, who exceed 
current expectations of what teachers are expected to know and do, who are the leaders in 
the schools and districts, and who participate in education decisions from the district to 
the national level.  The emeritus phase represents teachers who have served a lifetime in 
education and often continue to serve as mentors, substitute teachers, and university 
adjunct instructors. 
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Serve a lifetime 
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Figure 2.  Schematic of Life Cycle of the Career Teacher Model as described by 
Steffy et al. (2000). 
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According to Steffy et al. (2000), the stages of the Life Cycle are influenced by 
such factors as individual development; social context; and, most important, choice.  
Choices that teachers make cause them to either grow, prompted by the process of 
reflection and renewal, or withdraw, which is a form of disengagement (Steffy et al., 
2000).  This idea of reflection and renewal is the foundation of the certification process 
offered by the National Board of Professional Teaching Standards.  The process forces 
the teacher to reflect on classroom practices and decide on factors that could improve 
teaching.  The National Board Certification process encourages, and actually demands, 
that teachers reflect on their teaching practices.  Skills requiring inquiry and reflective 
practice are embedded in the NBPTS assessment process.  The reflective process of 
NBPTS certification promotes strategies for inquiries about the practices of teachers.  It 
requires teachers to think critically about their work, which, in turn, leads to revised 
practice.  If teachers must “ensure successful learning for students who learn in different 
ways and may encounter a variety of difficulties, then teachers need to be diagnosticians 
and planners who know a great deal about the learning process and have a repertoire of 
tools at their disposal” (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005, p.  80). 
The process encourages them to examine what they are doing in the classroom.  
Teachers must look at what they are teaching, how they are teaching it, why they are 
teaching it, and what they can do to improve the next time they teach a particular concept. 
By reflecting on their work, they will often improve their practice, which will help to 
ensure quality teachers in the classroom.   
Teachers pursue the National Board Certification process with a variety of 
motivations and goals.  For some, the prestige and recognition are potent stimuli; for 
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others, the monetary rewards of accomplishment give meaning to the effort that is 
required.  Whatever the initial goal, most teachers who embark on the journey toward 
National Board Certification in the end report that certification is an important tool that 
caused them to change their teaching practices and is worthwhile for that reason alone 
(Hines, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010).  An NBCT survey reported that 92% of certified 
teachers indicated National Board Certification had a positive effect on their practice 
(NBPTS, 2010).  However, the question remains as to whether National Board 
Certification is an underpinning activity for perceived improvement in student learning 
through improved teacher self-efficacy.   
When debating the issue of teacher quality, the discussion quickly moves to the 
relationship, or non-relationship, of teacher quality and student achievement.  Two 
competing perspectives dominate the discourse around National Board Certification as a 
viable professional development option to improve teacher quality and, in doing so, 
positively affect student outcomes.  Some researchers argue that National Board 
Certification has no influence on teacher quality and, therefore, no effect on student 
learning, while other empirical studies show the positive impact of the process on student 
achievement.   
The preponderance of research indicates that National Board participation does 
indeed affect student outcomes, such as studies by Goldhaber and Brewer (2000); 
Goldhaber and Anthony (2004); and Bond et al. (2000).  A few research studies can be 
found (Sanders, Ashton, & Wright, 2005; Stone, 2002, 2004; McColskey & Stronge, 
2005) that challenge these results, but the opposing researchers are quick to point out 
weaknesses in these particular studies.   
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Following is a summary and comparison of empirical studies that examines 
whether National Board Certification improves student achievement.  Included are the 
empirical research studies of Cavalluzzo (2004), Bond et al. (2000), Vandervoort et al.  
(2004), Goldhaber and Anthony (2004), Goldhaber and Brewer (2000), and Goldhaber 
(2007). 
Cavalluzzo (2004) examined whether National Board Certification was an 
effective guide in determining teacher quality for the purpose of providing teacher pay 
increases or bonuses, rather than the typical standard of pay based on experience and 
level of education.  The study used data from a large urban school district, Miami-Dade 
Public Schools, to examine gains in mathematics of 108,000 students in grades 9 and 10.  
Teacher characteristics, student backgrounds and behaviors, and school environment 
were the factors linked in the data.  The teacher indicators included whether the teachers 
were National Board Certified, pending applicants to the NBCT process, or whether the 
teacher had failed or withdrawn from the program.  Individual student records linked to 
subject-area teachers for school years 2001, 2002, and 2003 for ninth graders and 2002 
and 2003 for tenth graders were used.  The researchers found that students with NBC 
teachers made larger gains in mathematics, on average, than did their counterparts 
without such teachers.  In addition, the data revealed that students with teachers who 
were current applicants for NBC made larger gains than did their counterparts without 
such teachers, although these gains were smaller than those associated with NBC 
teachers.  In contrast, students with teachers who failed or withdrew from the NBC 
application process made no such gains.   
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Taken as a whole, the study’s findings strongly support the view that NBC 
succeeds in identifying highly effective teachers.  In particular, NBC proved to be both an 
effective signal of teacher quality and a valid discriminator of teacher quality among 
applicants.  Indeed, seven of nine indicators of teacher quality that were included in the 
analyses resulted in statistically significant evidence of their influence on student 
outcomes.  Among those indicators, having an in-subject-area teacher, NBC, and regular 
state certification had the largest effect sizes.  Gains were made especially with African 
American and Hispanic students.  The findings revealed that the teacher indicators made 
a statistically significant contribution to student outcomes.  Cavalluzzo (2004) reported, 
“we find robust evidence that National Board Certification is an effective indicator of 
teacher quality” (p.  1) and “significant evidence of their influence on student outcomes” 
(p.  4).   
Bond et al. (2000) investigated whether students taught by National Board 
Certified teachers outperform students not taught by National Board Certified teachers.  
The differences examined were: (1) the quality of the classroom teaching; (2) the 
outcomes the teachers achieved in terms of student work, achievement, and growth; and 
(3) their professional activities in a variety of educational settings, including their own 
teaching environment.   
The three focuses were divided into two research strands, the Comparative 
Teaching Practices and Outcomes and the Comparative Teaching Activities, with each 
strand consisting of a different set of methodology protocols.  In the Comparative 
Teaching and Practices and Outcome Component, a sampling of NBCTs from two 
certification areas, Early Adolescent/English Language Arts and Middle Childhood 
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Generalists, were compared with a sampling of non-NBCTs.  The non-NBCTs had taken 
the assessment in parallel certification areas but had not achieved certification.  A total of 
65 teachers were in the study (Bond et al., 2000).  A team of experienced teachers trained 
in the methodology protocols conducted observations, during which predetermined 
teaching domains were coded.   
Measures used for data analysis included teacher interviews to determine the 
teachers’ levels of enthusiasm and personal responsibility for student learning;  
the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey scales (PALS) given to students to define 
student’s goal orientation; samples of student work collected from each teacher; student 
interviews to determine depth of response to questions; lesson transcripts to establish the 
depth of student responses to the teacher; and student grade appropriate writing prompts 
developed by the research team.  Student writing samples were analyzed for 31 teachers 
with NBC and 34 teachers who failed certification.   
The result of the data collected in the Comparative Teaching Practices and 
Outcomes strand confirmed that the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 
through its series of comprehensive performance assessments of teaching proficiency, is 
identifying and certifying teachers who are producing students who differ in profound 
and important ways from those taught by less proficient teachers.  They concluded that 
students taught by NBC teachers outperformed the other group in most dimensions.  
These students appeared to exhibit an understanding of the concepts targeted in 
instruction that is more integrated, more coherent, and at a higher level of abstraction 
than the understanding achieved by other students (Bond et al., 2000).  Although the 
researchers set up complex rubrics to judge student outcomes, they failed to control for 
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factors other than NBC that could influence those outcomes.  This omission could bias 
findings in favor of NBC teachers if, on average, more able students are assigned to these 
teachers or if they are the most able teachers for other unmeasured reasons 
Another study by Vandervoort et al. (2004) conducted four years after Bond et al.  
(2000) also had a core purpose of comparing how the performances of NBCTs and non-
NBCTs in the classroom affected student learning.  The sample was composed of thirty-
five NBCTs, certified as Early or Middle Childhood Generalists, and their non-NBCT 
peers teaching in elementary classrooms in 14 Arizona school districts.  This study 
examined the relationship between National Board certification and student achievement, 
as measured by performance on the Stanford Achievement Test-9th Edition (SAT-9).  
Data were examined from the years 1999-2003 for students in grades 2 through 6.  A 
comparison was made between the adjusted gain scores in reading, mathematics, and 
language arts of students of NBCTs and those of non-NBCTs, resulting in 48 
comparisons (four grades, four years of data, three measurements of academic 
performance).  Additionally, NBCTs and their principals were surveyed to obtain 
demographic information and opinions about the NBPTS assessment process. 
In the 48 comparisons, the students in the classes of NBCTs surpassed students in 
the classrooms of non-certified teachers in almost three-fourths of the comparisons.  
Close to one-third of these differences were statistically significant.  In the cases where 
the students of non-certified teachers gained more in an academic year, none of the 
differences found were statistically significant.  Also, when the scores were translated 
into grade equivalents, the students of the NBCTs gained over a month more than the 
gains made by the students of non-NBCTs.  One can conclude that, on average, the 
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NBCTs were more effective teachers in terms of academic achievement, one of the many 
outcomes of education for which teachers are responsible (Vandervoort et al., 2004). 
Goldhaber and Anthony (2004) also reported that NBCTs were producing marked 
gains in student test scores.  This was especially true of newly certified teachers.  This 
study assessed the relationship between NBCTs and elementary-level student 
achievement using a data set from North Carolina.  Student-level value-added models 
were estimated and tested to determine whether the value added by NBCTs differed from 
that of unsuccessful NBCT candidates and non-applicant teachers.  They examined data 
for school years 1996-1997 through 1998-1999 in a multivariate analysis that estimated 
the effects of NBC teachers on student gains on the state’s end-of-grade exams in 
mathematics and reading.  In most specifications of the models, they found a positive and 
significant effect for students who had NBC teachers, or those who would become NBC 
teachers in the future.  The results led the authors to conclude that the NBPTS process is 
an effective signal for identifying highly qualified teachers. 
An earlier study by Goldhaber and Brewer (2000) found that students with 
teachers possessing degrees in mathematics had greater gains in achievement than 
students of teachers with non-mathematics degrees; no such results were found for 
science.  Goldhaber (2007) explored the relationship between teacher testing and teacher 
effectiveness using a unique dataset from North Carolina that linked teachers to their 
individual students in grades 3 through 6 over a 10-year period (1994-95 through 2003-
04).  The findings revealed a small positive relationship between some teacher licensure 
tests and student achievement. 
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Findings indicate that NBCTs, based on student achievement gains, appeared to 
be more effective than non-certified teachers, and NBPTS is successfully identifying the 
more effective teachers among NBPTS applicants (Goldhaber & Anthony, 2004).  The 
statistical significance and degree of the NBPTS effect, however, differs significantly by 
grade level and student type (Bond et al., 2000; Lustick & Stykes, 2006).  Also, Petty 
(2000) and Freund (2005) reported that NBPTS demonstrated prodigious influence on 
teacher mentoring, leadership, team-building, professional development and evaluation, 
curriculum development, and overall school leadership.  Petty reported a significant 
difference between NBCTs and non-NBCTs with respect to the desire to have a greater 
voice in school decision making, receive more professional development, and have time 
to conduct research independently and read professional journals.  A statistically 
significant difference was found between NBCTs and non-NBCTs in the desire to serve 
in leadership roles including professional development leaders, pre-service supervisors, 
team leaders, and mentors.  NBCTs want more autonomy, tend to integrate their work 
into all aspects of their lives, and want to be recognized for their accomplishments.  They 
also report higher job satisfaction than non-NBCTs.    
The preceding studies are comparable in their conclusions that the NBPTS 
assessments identify teachers whose students achieve higher on learning indicators than 
the students of non-board certified teachers.  The NBPTS assessments have shown 
construct validity, as demonstrated by Bond et al.  (2000) and Vandervoort et al.  (2004).  
Both found that the assessment battery is aligned with the construct of expertise in 
teaching, and the researchers’ findings supported the NBPTS assessment program on two 
aspects:  the professional development piece improved teachers’ abilities, and student 
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achievement gains resulted.  In addition, the National Research Council (2008) affirmed 
many of the positive findings of other studies on this topic. 
Seven hypothesized impacts were formulated by the NRC regarding the impact of 
the National Board Certification Program on teachers (see Figure 2).  According to the 
findings of this report, National Board Certification is a “transformative experience” (p.  
246) for many teachers, and often they apply in the classroom what they learn from the 
certification process, whether or not they achieve certification. 
In contrast, not all research is supportive of NBPTS.  A study by Stone (2002) 
reviewed standardized exams to study the relationship between the National Board 
Certification status of teachers and their students’ achievement.  Data from Tennessee’s 
Value-Added Assessment System was used to estimate the effect of 
16 NBC teachers in grades 3 through 8 on average student gains in up to three subject 
areas.  He concluded that the NBC teachers were only average producers of student 
achievement, but his study did not report traditional tests of statistical significance.  See  
Table 2 for additional research information.   
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Note.  Numbers indicate the seven hypothesized areas of impact studied.  From Assessing accomplished 
teaching: Advanced-Level Certification Programs (p. 31), by National Research Council, 2008, 
Washington, DC. Reprinted with permission. 
 
Figure 2.  Hypothesized Impacts of an Advanced-level Certification Program for 
Teachers.  
 
The debate over the merits of the NBPTS process will be won only with 
additional aggressive research.  Research also needs to be expanded to include other 
indicators of teacher effectiveness and quality that may include student engagement, 
problem solving, and collaboration.  Furthermore, NBPTS should use the research to 
strengthen or change directions as indicated.  Still unanswered in the existing research is 
 68  
whether the variable of perception of self-efficacy increases in the teachers who 
participate in the National Board process.  Also unanswered is whether the hypothesis of 
the positive NBPTS relationship on self-efficacy continues throughout certification and 
whether it is an underlying factor that encourages teachers to partake in leadership roles.   
Table 2 
 
Research on the Effect on Student Achievement and Improving Teacher Practice  
           Research Findings 
1. Cantrell, S., Fullerton, J., Kane, T. J., & 
Staiger, D. O. (2008) National Board 
Certification effectiveness: Evidence from a 
random assignment experiment. 
Compares performance of classrooms of elementary 
students in Los Angeles randomly assigned to 
NBPTS applicants and to comparison teachers.  The 
study found that elementary students assigned to 
NBPTS candidates outperformed students assigned 
to poorly rated teachers in comparison classrooms. 
2. Harris, D. N., & Sass, T. R. (2007).  The 
effects of NBPTS-Certified teachers on 
student achievement. 
Using a large data set of Florida teachers and 
students over a four-year span, researchers 
investigated the relationship between National 
Board Certification and the impact of teachers on 
student test scores from both low-stakes and high-
stakes exams.  National Board Certification 
"provides a positive signal of teacher 
productivity"(p.  1); however, these effects were not 
consistent across subjects and grades.  The study 
also found that National Board Certified Teachers at 
some point during their careers boost student 
achievement in reading significantly more than their 
non-NBCT counterparts 
3. Lustick, D., & Sykes, G. (2006). National 
Board Certification as professional 
development: What are teachers learning? 
The results of the study supported the claim that the 
certification process is an effective standards-based 
professional learning opportunity.  Drawing on 
qualitative data, the study explored three possible 
implications of teacher learning outcomes from 
certification upon classroom practice.  The patterns 
that emerged suggested that more than one kind of 
learning might be taking place in relation to 
certification.  
4. Graham, P., Oliver, S., Oppong, N., Bruce, 
M., Jakubiak, C., Johnson, T.S., …Wynne, 
B.  (2005).  An interdisciplinary study of 
teacher change and its impact on student 
work. 
A three-year study of secondary math, science, and 
English NBCTs found that the critical reflection 
resulting from the portfolio requirements of the 
National Board Certification process can powerfully 
identify issues within a teacher’s own practices that 
are contrary to their professional beliefs.  The 
research suggested that reflection can uncover 
hidden traits and unrecognized actions; therefore, 
many decisions made relative to teaching diverse 
students can be redirected to produce greater equity 
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Many universities and colleges have embraced the National Board process by 
providing candidate support services and/or conducting research on the process.  Western 
through these reflections. 
  (Continued) 
Table 2 (Continued) 
 Research Findings 
5. Smith, T.  W., Gordon, B., Colby, S.  A., 
& Wang, J.  W. (2005).  An examination of 
the relationship between depth of student 
learning and National Board Certification 
status.   
Participants were recruited from across the United 
States in four certificate areas.  A total of 64 
teachers from 17 states participated in the study.  
Thirty-five (55%) of the participants had achieved 
National Board Certification, and 29 (45%) had 
attempted but did not achieve National Board 
Certification.  The overall findings from this study 
indicated that the relationship between student 
learning outcomes and teacher certification status 
was highly statistically significant on six of the 
seven student outcomes measured, with the results 
in favor of NBCTs. 
6. O’Sullivan, R., Hudson, M., Orsini, M., 
Arter, J., Stiggins, R., & Iovacchini, L.  
(2005).  Student achievement and 
performance. 
Results of this study showed that National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCTs) were more proficient at 
classroom assessment than their non-NBCT 
counterparts. 
7. McColskey, W., Stronge, J., Ward, T.  J., 
Tucker, P.  D., Howard, B., Lewis, K., & 
Hindman, J.  (2005).  A comparison of 
National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers: Is 
there a difference in teacher effectiveness 
and student achievement? 
This study was conducted in two phases:  
Phase I showed that National Board Certified 
Teachers’ (NBCTs) Teacher Achievement Indices 
(TAIs) fell in a narrower range than found in the 
distribution of all 5th-grade teachers in the sample.  
Data showed no clear pattern of effects on student 
achievement based on NBCT status, and no 
significant mean differences were found between 
5th-grade NBCTs and non-NBCTs on the 
mathematics or reading TAIs.   
Phase II data collection showed that the NBCT 
group had higher percentages of those who reported 
taking post-master’s coursework, higher mean 
ratings on their planning practice, and significantly 
higher mean ratings of the cognitive challenge of 
typical reading comprehension assignments given to 
students. 
8. Sanders, W.  J., Ashton, J.  J., & Wright, S.  
P.  (2005).  Comparison of the effects of 
NBPTS-Certified Teachers with other 
teachers in the rate of student academic 
progress. 
 
 
Findings were mixed and included significant and 
non-significant differences between the 
performance of students taught by NBCTs and those 
taught by non-NBCTs.  The findings of this study 
indicated that, for this group of teachers and 
students, students of NBCTs did not have 
significantly better rates of academic progress than 
students of other teachers and estimated effect sizes 
were relatively small. 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (2012b). 
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Kentucky University began active participation in the NBPTS program in 2001, and the 
College of Education and Behavioral Sciences (CEBS) provided a full-time staff person 
as the point of contact and coordinator for university support services for school districts 
and individual teachers interested in participating in the program.  This support has 
involved providing informational sessions and recruitment efforts, delivering training 
seminars for candidates and support mentors, facilitating school district partnerships in 
relation to NBPTS, serving on school and district teacher quality committees, working 
with state agencies to develop incentive and support plans, and recognizing and utilizing 
the services of NBCTs in various university roles such as participation in program 
development committees and adjunct instructors.  The majority of WKU support services 
are provided to 35 school districts in southern and central Kentucky.  In the 2011-12 
school year, WKU provided services to 36 districts and direct services through cohort 
groups and workshops.  Individual mentoring was provided for 92 full candidates and 
106 Take One! candidates who registered to complete only one entry.   
To further the need for teacher candidate support in 2000, the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky General Assembly through Kentucky Revised Statute 161.131 (Education 
Professional Standards Board, 2012), set the goal of at least one National Board Certified 
Teacher in every public school in Kentucky by the year 2020.  This decision was based 
on the following General Assembly findings: 
• Student achievement is directly related to the competency levels of the teachers 
and the teachers' ability to nurture student learning;  
• All students are entitled to have teachers who know the subjects they teach and 
who demonstrate skill for managing and monitoring student learning;  
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• Teachers who meet entry-level standards need support and opportunities to 
develop higher-level skills throughout their teaching careers;  
• Certification through the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards is 
based on high and rigorous standards and provides a process of development and 
assessment of teachers' knowledge, skills, and abilities embedded in classroom 
practices in the certificate field; and  
• Teachers who successfully meet the certification requirements through the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards can help strengthen the 
teaching profession within their schools and school districts by advising, assisting, 
and mentoring new teachers; by serving as role models and master teachers to 
student teachers; and by assisting other experienced teachers who seek national 
board certification.  (Education Professional Standards Board, 2012) 
Conclusion 
Teachers must believe that they are effective and high performing in order to be 
effective and high performing (Bandura, 1998); and, in an educational setting, teaching 
efficacy can be defined as the perceived degree of effectiveness of instruction on learning 
(Weasmer & Woods, 1998).  Teachers develop this sense of effectiveness in their 
instructional practice by participating in opportunities to refine and improve their content 
and pedagogical skills (Croft et al., 2010; Cavalluzzo, 2004; Danielson, 2007; Darling-
Hammond, 2008; Goldhaber & Anthony, 2004; Guskey, 1988; Lustick & Stykes, 2006).  
Questions have been asked about the validity of the National Board Certification program 
since its inception, and whether National Board Teachers increase their students’ 
learning.  Research studies have addressed and continue to address this question.  This 
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research will investigate whether National Board Certification is a foundational activity 
to improve teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy.  And, if so, does this indicate that 
attainment of certification ultimately impacts student achievement? Furthermore, if the 
perception of high self-efficacy exists, does it remain constant in NBC teachers in the 
years following certification? As an indicator of high self-efficacy, are National Board 
Certified teachers tending to pursue leadership roles? The purported outcome of the 
National Board Certification program is that the process has a positive impact on student 
learning, and it may in fact accomplish that by producing highly efficacious teachers. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 
 
  The purpose of this study was to evaluate the level of reported self-efficacy 
among National Board certified teachers as compared with non-National Board teachers. 
This chapter highlights the research methodology and procedures used in the study, and 
consists of the following sections: purpose and objectives of the study, research design, 
populations and samples, research instrument, methods and procedures, and data analysis. 
Background of Study 
In 1995 Western Kentucky University (WKU) began exploring the benefits of a 
professional development program developed by the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards.  The catalyst for that interest was two-fold.  WKU’s provost and the 
university’s College of Education and Behavioral Sciences were committed to improving 
teacher education.  At the same time, Kentucky’s first NBCT was practicing in an area 
school district.  In 2001 WKU began active participation in the NBPTS program and the 
College of Education and Behavioral Sciences (CEBS), in collaboration with the 
Kentucky Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB), hired the state’s first NBCT 
as a full-time staff person to serve as the point of contact and coordinator for statewide 
and university support services for school districts and individual teachers interested in 
participating in the program.  The support involved providing informational sessions and 
recruitment efforts, delivering training seminars for candidates and support mentors, 
facilitating school district partnerships in relation to NBPTS, serving on school and 
district teacher quality committees, working with state agencies to develop incentive and 
support plans, and recognizing and utilizing the services of NBCTs in various university 
roles, such as participation in program development committees and adjunct instructors.  
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In 2003 the collaboration was dissolved with the EPSB due to lack of state funding, and 
WKU assumed the full financial responsibility for the employment of the NBCT staff 
person.  The services for the NBPTS program continued under the WKU NBPTS Project.  
The majority of WKU support services extended to 36 school districts in southern and 
central Kentucky.  However, districts and schools outside of the normal service area were 
encouraged to take advantage of WKU support programs. 
NBPTS consists of a program based on sets of teacher standards for 25 different 
content and developmental levels to both assess the teacher levels of performance and to 
provide applicable, coherent, job-embedded professional development to improve teacher 
effectiveness on student learning.  The NBPTS program is a school-year-long program 
designed to guide teachers through deconstruction of teacher performance standards and 
real time analysis and reflection of instructional decisions.  This professional 
development option provides embedded practice in developing learning sequences that 
align learning goals and objectives, assessment practices, and instruction (NBPTS, 2007). 
This study followed a recommendation by the NRC on the effects of the NBPTS 
process on the candidates.  The Committee on Evaluation of Teacher Certification by the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards was established at the NRC at the 
request of the U.S. Congress and with support from the U.S. Department of Education to 
evaluate the impact of the National Board’s efforts.  The evaluation framework 
developed by the NRC (2008) committee was structured around eight sets of questions 
based on hypotheses regarding the way a program for certifying accomplished teachers 
might improve teaching.  One question centered on the impact on participating teachers’ 
professional growth as to the extent of improvement in the teachers’ practices and the 
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outcomes for their students.  The committee conducted an exhaustive research of existing 
data.  The evaluators found 166 pieces of various forms of data.  Also, the NBPTS data 
collection was examined.  They examined 44 articles that reported on empirical research 
related to the framework, but only 25 met their criteria and/or were relevant to the 
framework developed (NRC, 2008).  The report was hesitant to draw firm conclusions 
about the effects of the certification process on teachers’ practices.  Two of the studies 
reviewed were indicative, but each had limitations.  The NRC report suggested that more 
research is needed before definite conclusions can be made.  These recommendations 
included the need for research on the effects of the process on the candidates.   
Research Hypothesis and Questions 
The hypothesis for this research was that teachers participating in the NBPTS 
process had higher perceived self-efficacy than teachers not participating in the process.  
The higher levels of self-efficacy in NBCTs may result in improved student achievement 
and promote teacher participation in leadership roles.   
This study afforded the researcher the opportunity to study professional 
development, in this case the National Board Certification programs, in the context of 
high-needs schools where the mandates and consequences of NCLB are lived out on a 
daily basis.  The hypothesis suggests that NBCTs have higher perceptions of their ability 
to impact learning.  The researcher also speculated that a high level of self-efficacy 
continues in the years following certification, with one indicator that National Board 
teachers have the tendency to take on leadership roles.  If these hypotheses were proven 
true, NBPTS would be a viable professional development process and should be more 
aggressively supported.   
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 The general research questions were 
1. Is there a significant difference between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy? 
2. Is there a significant interaction between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy 
and a) years of teaching and b) grade levels taught? 
3. Is there a significant difference between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in a) the number of leadership roles 
assumed and b) the number of years of participation in leadership roles? 
4. Is there a relationship between the self-efficacy scores and the number of 
leadership roles they have assumed? 
Research Design 
A quantitative method was used to compare NBCTs and non-NBCTs.  The 
instrument was the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2001).  Questions were added to determine the frequency of involvement in 
leadership roles.  
Populations and Samples 
The WKU service district covered approximately 35 school districts in 26 
counties in central Kentucky.  Within these school districts there were approximately 
7,995 full-time equivalent teachers in the 2011 school year, which represented 18.4% of 
all teachers in the Commonwealth of Kentucky (Kentucky Department of Education, 
2011).  As of November 2012, there were 2,721 NBCTs in Kentucky with 589 employed 
in the WKU region, which represents 21.65 of the state NBCTs.  Given the similarity in 
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percentages between the WKU region and the state, the randomized sample provided a 
generalized interpretation of efficacy levels in state teachers.  The research was limited to 
a random sample of 300 NBCTs and 300 non-NBCTs in the WKU region.  Both groups 
of teachers were comprised of equal numbers of elementary, middle, and high school 
teaches working in the WKU general service area (Fowler, 2009). 
Methods and Procedures 
National Board Certified Teachers were randomly chosen from the 35 school 
districts and 26 counties in South Central Kentucky.  The list of the NBCTS was secured 
from the data banks of the Kentucky Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) and 
the NBPTS.  The non-National Board Certified Teachers were randomly chosen from a 
list of teachers from the same school districts and counties as the National Board 
Certified Teachers. The 600 teachers represented teachers in high school, middle school, 
and elementary school settings.  Both sets of teachers were requested to electronically 
complete the Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy Self-Efficacy Inventory (2001), 
identify leadership roles they performed, and other demographic information such as 
years of experience and location of school.  The Qualtrics survey software was utilized 
with identity coding applied to assure anonymity.  The survey included: 
• a letter explaining the research agenda 
• a consent form (IRB) explaining the project and the university ethics policy  
• a demographic section  
• leadership participation questions 
• the 24-item Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy Self-Efficacy Inventory   
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Although teachers’ ability to report accurately on their own instructional 
behaviors can be questioned, prior research examining goal structures has provided some 
evidence for the validity of these measures (Kaplan, Gheen, & Midgley, 2002). 
An initial list of potential leadership roles for teachers was generated from ten 
instructors in the School of Teacher Education, Western Kentucky University. 
Following, three groups of nine NBCTs were randomly chosen to meet for a 
brainstorming session to determine the various leadership roles in which teachers 
engage.  The same question was posed to each group, “In what leadership roles do 
teachers engage?” Each group produced a separate list of leadership roles that 
encompassed responsibilities on the school level, district, state, and national education 
areas.  The list extended to non-education leadership roles in community, church, 
volunteer, and social organizations.  The researcher than made a compilation of the four 
lists. The master list was then presented to a fifth group of NBCTs who were trained 
Candidate Support Providers for NBPTS and the members had been working with 
candidates ranging from 1 year to 10 years.  This group was charged with examining the 
list for revisions and producing a final compilation. The final list was added to the 
demographic section of the survey and included 13 areas of leadership. 
A trial survey that included the TSES and the demographic questions was 
distributed to 20 NBCTs and 20 non-National Board Certified Teachers.  Suggestions 
on questions and formatting were solicited.  Only minor modifications to language in 
two areas were suggested and the researcher made these revisions.  Of the pilot surveys 
sent, 20 of the NBCT surveys were returned and 14 of the non-NBCT surveys were 
returned. None of the teachers included in the leadership qualitative groups or the pilot 
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survey groups were included in the final survey distribution. Responses from the 600 
teachers that were sent electronic surveys numbered 256 (N= 256) or 42.66%, 
comprised of 150 NBCTs (N=150), 59% of the respondents, and 106 non-NBCTs 
(N=106), 41% of the respondents.  After the initial survey, three subsequent reminders 
were sent requesting participation. 
Research Instruments 
While teacher efficacy has been shown to be an important variable in teacher 
effectiveness (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998), measurement of this construct has come under debate.  Therefore, 
researchers Henson, Kogan, and Vacha-Haase (2001) evaluated sources of measurement 
of teacher efficacy in regards to measurement integrity that included the Teacher Efficacy 
Scale (TES) (Gibson & Dembo, 1984); the Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument 
(STEBI) (Riggs & Enochs, 1990); the Teacher Locus of Control (TLC) (Rose & 
Medway, 1981); and, the Responsibility for Student Achievement (RSA) (Guskey,1981b) 
.  The study found the evidence of potential fluctuation of reliability coefficients evident 
within all the instruments, in particular the TES’s Personal Teacher Efficacy (PTE) and 
General Teacher Efficacy (GTE) subscales.  Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) also 
critiqued the construct validity of scores from the TES and disagreed with Gibson and 
Dembo (1984) that the TES reflected Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy and outcome 
expectancy dimensions of social cognitive theory.  Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) 
proposed development of a new measurement model. 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) created and validated the Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES), referred to as the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale 
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(OSTES).  Because it closely aligns with self-efficacy theory, TSES is “superior to 
previous measures of self-efficacy” (Woolfolk Hoy & Burke-Spero, 2005, p.  354).  The 
TSES long and short forms consist of three factors that measure a teacher’s confidence to 
manage student behavior, to use effective instructional strategies and to engage all 
students in learning.  These items show fidelity with self-efficacy theory because they 
measure teachers’ beliefs in their capabilities to carry out particular tasks (e.g., provide an 
alternative explanation when students are confused) in a particular context in the 
classroom.  Participants, 103 pre-service teachers and 255 in-service teachers, responded 
to the 24-item TSES long form with a 9-point response scale, anchored by 1 (nothing) 
and 9 (to a great deal).  The short form is a 12-item instrument also with a 9-point 
response scale, anchored by 1 (nothing) and 9 (to a great deal) (Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).  This study used the 24-item TSES 
long form; therefore, results were reported only for the 24-item long form. 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) provide construct validity for the 
TSES.  Table 3 reports: 
Principal-axis factoring with varimax rotation of the 36 items yielded four 
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1, accounting for 58% of the 
variance in the respondent’s scores.  A scree test suggested three factors 
could be extracted…efficacy for instructional strategies (15 items), 
efficacy for classroom management (9 items), and efficacy for student 
engagement (12 items).  We reduced the scale by selecting the weight 
items with the highest loadings on each factor.  Using these 24 items, 
principal-axis factoring with varimax rotations yielded the same three 
 81  
factors with loadings ranging from 0.50 to 0.78.  An efficacy subscale 
score was computed for each factor by calculating the mean of the eight 
responses to the items loading highest on that factor.  Reliabilities for the 
teacher subscales were 0.91 for instruction, 0.90 for management, and 
0.87 for engagement.  Inter correlations between the scales of instruction, 
management, and engagement were 0.60, 0.70, and 0.58, respectively 
(p<0.001).  (p. 799)  
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) found the reliability for the 24-item scale 
was 0.94.  Means for the three subscales ranged from 6.71 to 7.27 (see Table 4). 
Positive correlations with other measures of personal teaching efficacy provide 
evidence for construct validity.  The TSES, however, captures a broader range of 
teaching tasks than other measures.  The Gibson and Dembo (1984) and Rand (Armor et 
al., 1976) instruments lacked assessments of teaching in support of student thinking, 
effectiveness with capable students, creativity in teaching, and the flexible application of 
alternative assessment and teaching strategies.  The TSES addressed some of these 
limitations, including items that assess a broader range of teaching tasks.  The three 
dimensions of efficacy for instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom 
management represent the requirements of good teaching (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2001). 
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Table 3 
 
Factor Loadings for the TSES – Long Form 
 
Teachers’ sense of efficacy scale (TSES) or Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (OSTES) 24 items 
Factor 1: efficacy for instructional strategies  
1. To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies? 0.72 
2. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when 
students are confused? 
0.70 
3. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? 0.68 
4. How well can implement alternative strategies in your classroom? 0.66 
5. How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students? 0.66 
6. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual 
s    students? 
0.59 
7. To what extent can you gauge student comprehension of what you have 
taught? 
0.57 
8. How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students? 0.55 
Factor 2: Efficacy for classroom management  
9. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom? 0.78 
10. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules? 0.69 
11. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? 0.66 
12. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group 
of students? 
0.66 
13. How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an entire lesson? 0.62 
14. How well can you respond to defiant students? 0.61 
15. To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student behavior? 0.53 
16. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly? 0.50 
Factor 3: Efficacy for student engagement  
17. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in 
schoolwork? 
0.75 
18. How much can you do to help your students’ value learning? 0.70 
19. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in 
schoolwork? 
0.66 
20. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school? 0.63 
21. How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who is 
failing? 
0.57 
22. How much can you do to help your students think critically? 0.56 
23. How much can you do to foster student creativity? 0.50 
24. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students? 0.47 
 
                              Eigenvalue           Cum % 
Factor 1 10.38 43.25 
Factor 2   2.03 51.72 
Factor 3   1.62 58.47 
Note: Factor loadings for TSES instrument from Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2001).  
Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive construct.  Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), p. 800. 
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Table 4 
 
Means for TSES Subscales and Total Scores for Long Forms 
 
 Mean SD α 
TSES 7.1 0.94 0.94 
Instruction 7.3 1.1 0.91 
Management 6.7 1.1 0.90 
Engagement 7.3 1.1 0.87 
Note: Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A.  (2001).  Teacher efficacy: 
Capturing an elusive construct.  Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), 800. 
 
 
Through the use of the responses of 255 in-service teachers, Tschannen-Moran 
and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) examined the construct validity of the short and long forms of 
the TSES by assessing the correlation of their instrument and other existing measures of 
teacher efficacy.  In addition to the TSES, the participating teachers responded to the 
Rand Items and the Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) modified Gibson and Dembo Teacher 
Efficacy Scale (TES) instrument.  Total scores on the 24-item long form were positively 
related to both the Rand items (r = 0.18 and 0.53, p ˂ 0.01) as well as to both the 
personal teaching efficacy (PTE) factor of the Gibson and Dembo measure r = 0.64, p ˂ 
0.01) and the general teacher efficacy (GTE) factor (r = 0.16, p ˂ 0.01).  The results of 
these analyses indicate that the TSES could be considered reasonably valid and reliable 
(Table 5).   
Wolters and Daugherty (2007) examined the TSES short form and long form and 
found adequate reliability and validity for the whole scales and the three subscales of 
self-efficacy for classroom management, instructional strategies, and student 
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engagement.  Wolters and Daugherty reported Cronbach’s alpha above .80 for the TSES.  
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the 24 self-efficacy items of the TSES 
using the three-factors of instruction, management, and engagement.  The individual 
factor loadings generally were strong and consistent with Tschannen-Moran and 
Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) study.  Wolters and Daugherty conducted a confirmatory factor 
analysis using maximum likelihood estimates.  Their testing of the initial model reflected 
the original three eight-item correlated factors identified by Tschannen-Moran and 
Woolfolk Hoy but showed a poor fit.  They then modified and developed an alternative 
model in which six items were eliminated, which showed a more reasonable degree of fit 
to the data and ultimately was used as the basis for creating the three self-efficacy scales 
for their study.   
 
Table 5 
 
Validity Correlations 
 TSES IS CM SE R1 R2 GTE PTE 
TSES  0.89** 0.84** 0.87** 0.18** 0.53** 0.16** 0.64** 
Instructional  
Strategies (IS) 
0.84**  0.60**  
0.70** 
0.07 0.45** 0.06 0.62** 
Classroom  
Management 
(CM) 
0.79** 0.46**  0.58** 0.29** 0.46** 0.30** 0.45** 
Student  
Engagement 
(SE) 
0.85** 0.61** 0.50**  0.11* 0.47** 0.06 0.58** 
Rand 1 (R1) 0.18** 0.08 0.26** 0.11*  0.23** 0.65** 0.12* 
Rand 2 (R2) 0.32** 0.45** 0.39** 0.45** 0.23**  0.13* 0.65** 
General 
Teaching  
Efficacy (GTE) 
0.16** 0.08 0.26** 0.06 0.65** 0.13*  0.07 
Personal 
Teaching  
Efficacy (PTE) 
0.61** 0.60** 0.37** 0.56** 0.12* 0.65** 0.07  
Note: Above diagonal, long form (24 items); below diagonal, short form (12 items); **  p ˂ 
0.01 (2-tailed); *p ˂ 0.05(2 -tailed) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).   
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These scales represented teachers’ beliefs about their self-efficacy for instruction 
(8 items; α =.93); self-efficacy for management (6 items: α =.92); and, self-efficacy for 
engagement (4 items; α =.85).  The former two scales reflected very similar underlying 
constructs as those described by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy.  In contrast, the 
modified self-efficacy for engagement scale appeared to reflect a greater focus on 
teachers’ confidence in their ability to foster students’ achievement motivation.   
Data Analysis  
 The data collected were the levels of perceived efficacy of NBCTs and non-
NBCTs, the number of leadership roles in which the teachers participated, and the 
perceived leadership qualities of the individual participants.  Comparisons of these 
qualities were analyzed.  Also analyzed to determine variances were the levels of self-
efficacy in NBCTs in the years following certification. 
Independent and Dependent Variables 
The independent variable for analysis of the TSES is teacher participation in 
NBPTS programs.   
The dependent variables and the statistical tests included: 
• Research question 1: An independent sample T-test was used to determine the 
significance of difference between the levels the dependent variable of perceived 
self-efficacy of teachers participating in the National Board Certification program 
and of teachers not participating in National Board Certification. 
• Research question 2: Results for the first part of the research question were 
analyzed using a factorial ANOVA with two subject factors of National Board 
Certification status (NBCT or Non-NBCT) groupings and the number of years 
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teaching groupings.  Results for the second part of the research question were 
analyzed using a factorial ANOVA with two between factors of National Board 
Certification status (NBCT or Non-NBCT) groupings and the grade level taught 
(Elementary, Middle, High School) groupings.  
• Research question 3: Two independent samples t-tests were used in order to 
analyze the relationship between the National Board Certified Teachers and the 
non-National Board Certified Teachers and the dependent factors of the number 
of leadership roles assumed and the number of years the teachers participated in 
the leadership roles. 
• Research question 4:  A Pearson’s correlation test will be used to find the 
relationship between the self-efficacy scores of National Board Certified Teachers 
and the non-National Board Certified Teachers and the number of leadership roles 
the teachers have assumed.   
Summary 
 This chapter focused on the research methodology and procedures used in the 
study to determine the possible relationship National Board Certification may have on 
teacher self-efficacy and leadership roles.  Given the need to improve teacher quality, this 
study will add to the literature to determine whether there is a relationship with teacher 
self-efficacy, and therefore teacher quality, by participating in the job-embedded long-
term program of National Board Certification. 
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CHAPTER IV - RESULTS 
 
This study examined the National Board Certified Teacher program as an 
example of high-quality professional development in the context of K-12 schools 
attempting to meet the NCBL mandates of improving student achievement by having 
highly qualified teachers in every classroom.  The researcher hypothesized that National 
Board Certified Teachers would report higher levels of self-efficacy, better enabling 
their ability to impact student learning. This study also hypothesized that NBCTs would 
report more active leadership roles than their non-NBCT counterparts. If these 
hypotheses were true, the data would suggest that participation in the NBPTS process 
may be a positive variable that enhances teacher quality, and therefore, it may be a 
viable professional development process and it should be more aggressively supported.   
In order to assess perceived National Board Certified teacher self-efficacy, 
National Board Certified Teachers (NBCTs) and non-NBCT teacher’s perceived self-
efficacy scores were quantitatively compared using the Teachers’ Self-efficacy scale 
(TSES) created and validated by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001).   In 
addition to answering the questions on the TSES, the participating teachers also 
provided information concerning grade levels taught, the number of years of teaching, 
and the leadership roles in which they participated as well as the length of tenure in 
these roles. The demographic questions provided data for comparisons between NBCTs 
and non-NBCTs and correlations between self-efficacy scores and other variables 
reported. 
In this chapter, the four research questions (RQ’s) stemming from the 
hypotheses and the resulting survey data will be discussed. The four RQ’s were 
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1. Is there a significant difference between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy?  
2. Is there a significant interaction between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy 
and a) years of teaching and b) grade levels taught?  
3. Is there a significant interaction between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in a) the number of leadership roles 
assumed and b) the number of years of participation in leadership roles?  
4. Is there a relationship between the self-efficacy scores and the number of 
leadership roles NBPTs certified teachers and non-certified teachers have 
assumed? 
Descriptive Statistics 
A self-report survey conducted via the Internet was sent to 300 National Board 
Certified Teachers and 300 non-National Board Certified Teachers who were randomly 
chosen from the 36 school districts and 26 counties in South Central Kentucky. Equal 
numbers of NBCT and non-NBCT teachers surveyed were assigned to elementary, 
middle, and high schools. The amount of personally identifiable information gathered 
was limited to ensure confidentiality. Responses from the 600 teachers numbered 256 
(N=256) or 42.66%, comprised of 150 NBCTs (N=150), 59% of the respondents, and 
106 non-NBCTs (N= 106) 41% of the respondents.  
Table 6 exhibits the itemization of the responses by NBCT, non-NBCT, grade 
levels taught, and non-responses. NBCT elementary teachers represented the greatest 
response category. While there were 60 total non-responses to the grade level question, 
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these denoted many teachers who had moved into administrative positions or who 
served in multi-grade level positions as evidenced by the responses to the question, 
“Describe your current position” as shown in Table 4.2. 
Table 6 
       NBCT and Non-NBCT Respondents Classified by Grade Levels Taught 
              
    Elementary Middle  High  Others* Total 
       NBCT N 63 19 26 42 150 
 
% 24.61 7.42 10.16 16.41 58.59 
       Non-NBCT N  50 13 25 18 106 
 
% 19.53 5.08 9.77 7.03 41.41 
       Total N 113 32 51 60 256 
  % 44.14 12.50 19.92 23.44 100.00 
       *Twenty-seven of the non-responses were participants reporting assignments as an 
administrator at a school, district, or state. The remaining 33 non-response participants 
did not answer or gave a multi-level response that included library media, counselor, and 
exceptional needs positions. 
 
In this chapter, statistical analysis of the results is presented focusing upon the 
testing of each research question and the identification of specific areas of comparison 
between NBCTs and non-NBCTs. The TSES instrument prompted teachers to reflect on 
their beliefs overall and not with regard to a particular class of students. Although it 
does not allow for examination of potentially important intra-individual variation in 
teachers’ sense of efficacy (Raudenbush et al., 1992), assessing teachers’ self- efficacy 
at this level was sufficient for the questions of interest in this study. Also, while 
teachers’ ability to report accurately on their own instructional behaviors can be 
questioned, prior research examining goal structures has provided some evidence for the 
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validity of the measures collected (Kaplan et al., 2002). Therefore, this research was 
based on the perceived self-efficacy reported by the respondents.  
Analyses are divided into two sections. The validity of the methodology used to 
answer the research question and the specific results garnered from the surveys will be 
discussed for each RQ. 
Research Question 1 (RQ1) 
RQ1 asked, “Is there a significant difference between National Board Certified 
Teachers and non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-
efficacy?” 
Methodology. RQ1 results were collected from the mean scores from the 
Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES) portion of the survey and question number 4, 
“Are you National Board Certified?” The means of the reported perceived self-efficacy 
scores from the two groups of teachers were calculated.  An independent sample t-test 
was used to determine the significance of difference between the levels of perceived 
self-efficacy and the independent variable of teachers participating in the National 
Board Certification program and of teachers not participating in National Board 
Certification.   
Results. The t-test revealed that NBCTs report significantly higher levels of 
self-efficacy than non-NBCTs (t (236) = 2.61, ` = <0.009) as displayed by the means 
and standard deviation for each group.  Table 7 displays mean perceived self-efficacy 
score of the NBCTs and non-NBCTs. 
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Table 7 
      
       Total Score on the Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) by NBPTS 
and Non-NBPTS Teachers  
  N Mean SD 
NBCT 140 184.5 19.20 
Non-
NBCT 98 177.5 21.46 
Note: 18 teachers did not respond to one or more of the TSES questions; therefore, 
those total scores were eliminated from the total mean numbers. 
 
Figure 3 displays a graphic showing the extent of higher perceived self-efficacy 
of NBCTs over that of non-NBCTs. 
 
Research Question 2 (RQ2) 
Is there a significant interaction between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy and a) 
years of teaching and b) grade levels taught? 
Methodology for RQ2A. RQ2A results were collected from the survey 
demographic question number 6, “How many years of teaching do you have?”  Results 
were analyzed using a one-way ANOVA with two subject factors of National Board 
170 175 180 185 190 
NBCTS 
Non-NBCTS 
Figure 3.  Perceived Self-Efficacy Scores of Survey 
Participants 
Mean 
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Certification status (NBCT or Non-NBCT) groupings and the number of years teaching 
groupings.  The years of teaching were grouped as 1-11 years, 12-17 years, 18-21 years, 
and 22-40 years due to the broad range of years of teaching reported (1 year to 40 
years). 
Results. Years of experience seemed to have no contribution to the level of self-
efficacy of either NBCTs or non-NBCTs. This analysis revealed a non-significant F 
statistic for the interaction between the NBCTs and the groupings of years of experience 
on the teachers’ sense of self-efficacy scores. Sample means for the NBCT and years of 
teaching groupings are displayed in Table 8. 
Table 8 
     Perceived Self-Efficacy Means of NBCTS and Non-NBCTS Number 
of Years Teaching 
     Years of 
Teaching 
Experience 
NBCTS 
Status N 
Mean Self-
Efficacy 
Score 
SD 
1-11 NBCTS 17 176.23 18.52 
 Non-NBCTS 25 178.24 18.92 
     
12-17 NBCTS 47 181.85 20.55 
12-17 Non-NBCTS 14 177.07 26.52 
     
18-21 NBCTS 29 190.24 18.34 
18-21 Non-NBCTS 16 175.43 24.58 
     
22-40 NBCTS 35 189.22 16.94 
22-40 Non-NBCTS 25 176.08 20.71 
 
Methodology for RQ2B. RQ2 A results were collected from the survey 
demographic question number 8, “Which of the following best describes your current 
position?”  Results were analyzed using a factorial ANOVA with two between factors 
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of National Board Certification status (NBCT or Non-NBCT) groupings and the grade 
level taught (Elementary, Middle, High School) groupings.  
Results. This analysis revealed a non-significant F statistic for the interaction 
between the NBCT and the Elementary, Middle, High School groupings on teacher 
sense of self-efficacy scores. Grade levels taught had no significant relationship to self-
efficacy levels for NBCTs or non-NBCTs. Sample means for the NBCT and EMH 
groupings are displayed in Table 9. 
Table 9 
     Perceived Self-Efficacy Means of NBCTS and Non-NBCTS by the 
Grade Levels Taught 
     
Grade Level NBCT Status N 
Mean Self-
Efficacy 
Score 
SD 
Elementary NBCTS 58 186.51 19.71 
Elementary Non-NBCTS 48 179.41 20.97 
     
Middle NBCTS 18 182.05 17.50 
Middle Non-NBCTS 11 180.81 21.55 
     
High School NBCTS 25 178.72 21.42 
High School Non-NBCTS 23 175.52 20.18 
 
Research Question 3 (RQ3)  
Is there a significant difference between National Board Certified Teachers and 
non-National Board Certified Teachers in a) the number of leadership roles assumed 
and b) the number of years of participation in leadership roles? 
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Methodology for RQ3A.  Results were collected from demographic question 
16, “What leadership positions have you held? Mark as many as appropriate and the 
approximate number of years you served in the position(s).”  The results were analyzed 
using an independent samples t-test.   
Results for RQ3A.  The analysis revealed NBPTS teachers participated in 
significantly more leadership roles than did the non-NBCTs (t (243) = 3.16, p =<0.0017). 
The sample means for this analysis are displayed in Table 10. 
Table 10 
 Total Number of Leadership Roles Teachers 
Participated 
      N Roles Mean SD 
NBCTS 148 4.19 1.92 
Non-NBCTS 97 3.44 1.65 
 
Methodology for RQ3B.  Results were collected from demographic question 
16, “What leadership positions have you held? Mark as many as appropriate and the 
approximate number of years you served in the position(s).”  The results were analyzed 
using an independent samples t-test.   
Results. The analysis revealed no significant differences between the NBPTS 
teacher and the non-NBPTS teacher groups and the number of years of participation in 
leadership. The number of years may be artificially low due to teachers not answering 
both sections of the question. The sample means for this analysis are displayed in Table 
11.  
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Table 11 
 Mean Number of Years of Participation in 
Leadership Roles by NBCT Status 
    Group N Years Mean SD 
NBCTS 66 33.6 26.17 
Non-NBCTS 39 30.4 24.23 
 
Research Question 4 (RQ4) 
Is there a relationship between the self-efficacy scores and the number of 
leadership roles NBPTs certified teachers and non-certified teachers have assumed? 
Methodology.  RQ4 results were collected from the scores on the Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES) portion of the survey and demographic question 16 of the 
survey.  A Pearson’s correlation was used to exam the relationship between the self-
efficacy scores of NBPTS teachers and the non-NBPTS teachers and the number of 
leadership roles the teachers have assumed.   
Results. The data for RQ4 indicated no relationship between the number of 
leadership roles assumed and NBCTs’ perceived self-efficacy scores. Likewise, self-
efficacy levels are not correlated with the number of years NBCTs remain in leadership 
roles. The results are an anomaly as RQ3A found that NBCTs participated in leadership 
roles significantly more than non-NBCTs. The strongest correlation resulted in the 
number of leadership roles that non-NBCTs participated and their self-efficacy scores (r 
= 0.237, p = <0.05). This indicates other variables other than self-efficacy may be 
affecting NBCTs assuming leadership roles. Table 12 displays the results.  
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Table 12 
Pearson’s Correlations of NBCTS and Non-NBCTS Self-Efficacy Scores, Leadership 
Roles, and the Number of Years Serving in Leadership Roles 
Status Pearson Correlation of Self-Efficacy and Number 
of Leadership Roles 
Pearson Correlation of 
Self-Efficacy and the 
Number of Years in 
Leadership Roles 
 
NBCTs 0.079 
n=138 
0.164 
n=64 
Non-NBCTs 0.237* 
n=93 
-0.018 
n=37 
*Denotes Significant Correlation p=<0.05 
 
Summary of Results 
This research verified the hypothesis that teacher participating in the National 
Board Certification programs report higher levels of perceived self-efficacy.  Also, the 
research confirmed that NBCTs participate in more leadership roles than their non-
NBCT counterparts. However, there was no correlation between NBCTs’ self-efficacy 
scores and their participation in leadership roles and the number of years they serve in 
leadership roles. This indicates additional variables along with high self-efficacy may 
be producing these results.  Still, since the results indicate that NBCTs perceive 
themselves with higher self-efficacy and that they participate in more leadership roles, 
this research signifies that the NBPTS process may provide an important contribution to 
teacher quality improvement. 
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION 
 
This research study emerged from existing empirical research and literature 
supporting the hypothesis that high levels of teacher self-efficacy has a correlation to 
improvement in student achievement.  Furthermore, the research and literature support 
the premise that teachers’ levels of self-efficacy are associated with higher participation 
in leadership roles.  As the current NCLB legislation is intended to ensure student 
achievement by having a quality teacher in every classroom (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2004), it is the goal of school districts to attain higher student achievement 
and leadership involvement through professional development.  Therefore, the purpose of 
this research was to examine the relationship between the National Board Certification 
process on teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and leadership activities to determine if the 
NBPTS process is a professional development path that may impact improved student 
achievement.   
The existing research was explored through three conceptual clusters: 1) what 
constitutes teacher quality, 2) what defines self-efficacy, and 3) what establishes National 
Board Certification as a viable professional development that would increase perceived 
self-efficacy. All three clusters have improved student achievement and leadership 
participation as defining elements.  Four research questions were developed stemming 
from the conceptual clusters of the theoretical framework.  Data was collected through an 
electronic survey emailed to National Board Certified Teachers and non-National Board 
Certified Teachers. A total of 256 (42.7%) teachers responded out of the 600 surveys 
sent.  The responses were comprised of 150 NBCTs, 59% of the total, and 106 non-
NBCTs, 41% of the total. 
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Discussion and Conclusions of Results   
Teachers’ self-report on the Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES), developed by 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), determined a score for their perceived self-
efficacy. The TSES prompted teachers to reflect on their beliefs overall and not with 
regard to a particular class of students. Teaching quality may vary according to the 
context of the teaching environment (Cavalluzzo, 2004; Danielson, 2007; Darling-
Hammond, 2008; Guskey, 1988; Lustick & Sykes, 2006), and therefore, teachers may 
have all of the skills necessary to be a quality teacher, but placed in an environment 
outside of the skill range or knowledge base, they may not be able to perform high 
teaching quality. Although this research did not allow for examination of potentially 
important individual variations in teachers’ sense of efficacy in relation to a particular 
context, task, or group of students (Raudenbush et al., 1992), assessing teachers’ self- 
efficacy in general was sufficient for the questions in this study. 
Discussions of Results Related to Research Question 1 (RQ1) 
Research Question 1 (RQ1) examined the hypothesis that there was a significant 
difference between National Board Certified Teachers and non-National Board Certified 
Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy. The instrument prompted teachers to 
reflect on their belief of ability in three factors: instruction, management, and 
engagement. The combined scores of the three areas were compared and the results 
revealed NBCTs had a significantly higher level of self-reported perceived self-efficacy 
than non-NBCTs, and therefore, the data supported the hypothesis.   
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Conclusions Related to Research Question 1 
Given that teachers’ sense of efficacy generally has been associated with more 
positive teacher behaviors, attitudes, and interactions with students (Ashton & Webb, 
1986; Enderlin-Lampe, 1997; Guskey, 1986, 1988; Reyes, 1990), these findings provide 
further evidence as to why NBCTs may be more effective instructors than non-NBCTs. 
The NBPTS process may provide teachers additional and more specific training needed 
to be effective in areas of their professional responsibilities, resulting in a sense of higher 
confidence. This possibility is supported by prior research showing that a teacher 
becomes more successful and self-efficacious through additional direct experience. As 
such, the NBPTS certification is an extensive 1-3 year process that requires teachers to 
assemble evidence of practice and performance in a portfolio that includes video 
recordings of teaching accompanied by commentary, lesson plans, and evidence of 
student learning; all of which provides direct experience. NBCTs have been exposed to 
and have overcome a challenging situation that allowed them to build their skills and 
concomitantly their confidence. This explanation is consistent with the argument that 
efficacy increases through enactive mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997; Labone, 2004). 
It must be noted, however, the research instrument did not identify other variables 
that may cause higher perceived self-efficacy in NBCTs, including some combination of 
attrition, life experiences, pre-service training, school culture and a predisposition to high 
self-efficacy.  Also important to note is that the actual skills of the teachers were not 
evaluated only the teachers’ perceived confidence in their own abilities.  
Discussions of Results Related to Research Question 2 (RQ2) 
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Research Question 2 (RQ2) was comprised of two parts. Is there a significant 
interaction between National Board Certified Teachers and non-National Board Certified 
Teachers in their levels of perceived self-efficacy and a) years of teaching and b) grade 
levels taught?  The results indicated there was no significant interaction of perceived self-
efficacy in either the number of years taught or the grade level taught.   
Conclusions Related to Research Question 2 
A continuing perception regarding the relative merits of experience is that it 
results in movement toward instructional practices, policies, or procedures associated 
with fostering a more adaptive motivational climate in the classroom (Ruscoe & 
Whitford, 1991; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007).  Bandura (1997) reported that teachers 
with more experience also have had a greater opportunity to be exposed to competent 
models and so there is an influence identified on self-efficacy. In other words, more 
experienced teachers may demonstrate increased self-efficacy in some areas because they 
have watched and learned from their colleagues the instructional and management skills 
needed to be more confident.  Additionally, self-efficacy is not considered a stable 
individual character trait but rather is an active and learned system of traits that fluctuates 
in varying contexts.  Results of this study revealed participants’ experience was not an 
interactive factor in explaining variations in reported perceived self-efficacy scores.  
Consequently, this study cannot verify that self-efficacy increases with experience 
whether or not the teacher is an NBCT or non-NBCT. 
When taking into consideration high quality teaching, conditions for instruction 
need to be considered.  Factors enter into play such as class size, materials and resources, 
individual and collegial planning time, and grade levels and content areas (Darling-
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Hammond, 2008; Darling-Hammond & Ducommun, 2010).  The differences in academic 
levels and the number of students or subject areas taught may have obscured results in 
this research.  As is the norm, the elementary school teachers are typically responsible for 
fewer different groups of students than the middle and high school teachers. At the same 
time, individual elementary teachers may be responsible for more subject areas than the 
middle and high school teachers. This entangling of the number of students and subject 
areas taught make it impossible to draw strong conclusions. Differences may derive from 
many dynamics, including the number and diversity of students taught, or the extent and 
complexity of the content knowledge teachers were responsible for covering. Teacher 
self-efficacy focuses on successfully achieving a specific task.  For example, a teacher 
may have different degrees of perceived self-efficacy in instructional situations 
depending on collegial support and different perceptions of the ability to teach effectively 
based on the content matter or the class makeup (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012).  
As NBPTS certification is sub-divided into developmental levels and content 
areas, this researcher was interested to discern if these divisions affected perceived self-
efficacy. In this research the grade levels taught revealed no interaction with the 
perceived self-efficacy scores.  A study that makes similar comparisons in groups of 
elementary and middle or high school teachers that are more consistent with regard to the 
number of students or subject areas taught would help to address this question. 
Discussions of Results and Findings Related to Research Question 3 (RQ1) 
Research Question 3 (RQ3) was comprised of two parts: is there a significant 
difference between National Board Certified Teachers and non-National Board Certified 
Teachers in A) the number of leadership roles assumed and B) the number of years of 
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participation in leadership roles? The analysis revealed NBPTS teachers participated in 
significantly more leadership capacities than did the non-NBCTs.  Conversely, for RQ3B 
the analysis revealed no significant differences between the NBPTS teacher and the non-
NBPTS teacher groups and the number of years of participation in leadership. The results 
of RQ3B are problematic as the number of years reported by both groups is skewed due 
to teachers not answering both sections of the question.  This resulted in low response 
numbers. Therefore, the results from RQ3B may not be consistent with the information 
provided in RQ3A.  The flaw occurred due imprecise question construction in the survey. 
The significantly high number of NBCTs participating in leadership roles, along 
with the NBCTs’ higher efficacy scores (RQ1), appears to support the existing research 
findings that high levels of professional self-efficacy might be the stimulus for teachers to 
venture into leadership roles (Bandura, 1997; Chemers et al., 2000; Machida & 
Schaubroeck, 2011; McCormick et al., 2002). However, the following discussion on 
Research Question 4 sheds doubt on the perspective that self-efficacy directly connects to 
leadership roles.  
Conclusions Related to Research Question 3 
 NBCTs’ do have higher self-efficacy scores and NBCTs do report participating in 
more leadership roles.  However, this research indicates self-efficacy scores are not the 
only predictor of participation in leadership roles and so it cannot be assumed that the 
two are necessarily interrelated.  Other variables are at play.  One variable may be that 
NBCTs participate in more leadership roles because administrators make requests of 
them due to their certification status.  NBCTs are also often called on to serve as 
university adjuncts, state and district committees, and other leadership positions outside 
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their typical professional school responsibilities.  This was evidenced by the survey 
responses. 
Discussions of Results Related to Research Question 4 (RQ4) 
Research Question (RQ4) asked, “Is there a relationship between the self-efficacy 
scores and the number of leadership roles NBPTS certified teachers and non-certified 
teachers assume?”  The analysis required a Pearson’s correlation. The results of the 
correlation produced an anomaly. The data for RQ4 indicated no correlation between the 
number of leadership roles assumed and their perceived self-efficacy scores. Likewise, 
self-efficacy levels were found to not have a correlation with the number of years NBCTs 
remain in leadership roles.  RQ1 indicated that NBCTs had a higher perceived self-
efficacy score than non-NBCTs and RQ3 showed that NBCTs participated in more 
leadership roles than non-NBCTs.  
The lack of a correlation found in this research does not correspond with earlier 
studies.  Prior research (McCormick et al., 2002) had found that self-efficacy is highly 
related to the frequency with which a person attempts to assume a leadership role given 
the opportunity. Furthermore, self-efficacy is highly related to the frequency with which a 
person attempts to assume a leadership role given the opportunity; and, furthermore, 
leadership self-efficacy was found to predict leadership behavior and distinguish leaders 
from non-leaders (Bandura, 1997; Chemers et al., 2000; Machida & Schaubroeck, 2011; 
McCormick, 200l; McCormick et al., 2002).  Therefore, it was predicted that the NBCTs 
and non-NBCTs’ perceived self-efficacy scores would correlate with the number of 
leadership roles assumed.  
Conclusions Related to Research Question 4 
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 In order for the results to be conclusive and generalized to other populations, a 
larger number of respondents needed to be analyzed.  Also, the questions concerning 
leadership roles and the number of years of service in these roles needed to be more 
specifically stated. 
Implications for Practice 
The demands on schools to improve their performance under the accountability 
mechanism of NCLB have brought an unprecedented focus on enhancing teacher 
effectiveness, largely through professional development.  As school funding for 
professional development has diminished, the results of this research occur at a crucial 
time as school districts determine the most advantageous programs for teacher 
development.  This study affords school districts the opportunity to examine National 
Board Certification and the possible effects it may contribute in improving teacher 
quality and higher levels of student achievement.  
Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize 
and execute the course of action required to produce certain attainments” (p. 3).  If 
teachers have these capabilities, they are more equipped to motivate students to learn by 
making appropriate instructional choices for each child. The end result would be 
increased student learning. Prior research has established a link between the positive 
impact on student achievement and National Board Certification with students in 
NBCTs’ classrooms showing higher academic gains (Bond et al., 2000; National 
Research Council, 2008; Smith et al., 2005; Vandervoort et al., 2004).  This research 
confirms that National Board certified teachers have higher levels of self-efficacy 
regarding their general perceptions of ability in the domains of instructional strategies, 
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classroom management, and student engagement augments the literature supporting 
NBPTS.  
In addition, this research supports that NBCTs participate in more leadership 
roles.  Locke (1991) reported that effective leaders are motivated, persistent, goal-
directed, resourceful, resilient, and problem solvers. Moreover, McEwan (2002) 
described leadership in teachers to be exhibited within the professional setting by leading 
students, parents, and colleagues.  Consequently, the findings of this research connecting 
NBCTs’ with higher self-efficacy and also higher participation in leadership roles 
provides further leverage for school districts and states to support teachers in their 
workforce in their pursuit of National Board Certification as a stimulant for school 
improvement. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Potential directions for new research are numerous. 
1) Additional research is needed in which baseline self-efficacy levels for teachers 
are determined and tracked over time to evaluate individual changes in self-efficacy that 
may occur with experience and the professional development treatment of National 
Board Certification.  This research may make a direct link between National Board 
Certification and the cause of NBCTs having higher levels of self-efficacy.  
2) Research conducting a comparison between teachers participating in National 
Board Certification and other teachers participating in another form of professional 
development would be valuable to determine variances.  If NBPTS does improve 
teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy regarding their content and pedagogical knowledge 
over other types of professional development, this knowledge may provide the impetus to 
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continue or initiate NBPTS candidate support. 
3) Further research is needed to explore self-efficacy levels of NBCTs and non-
NBCTs in the TSES subcategories of instructional strategies, classroom management, 
and student engagement to determine if there is a variance.  The data from this research 
may determine if NBPTS provides teachers experiences to develop the perception of 
stronger ability in these areas.  
4) Research that takes baseline self-efficacy scores of beginning NBPTS 
candidates and tracks the self-efficacy at various junctures of the process throughout 
certification would provide insight into the effects the process has on teachers over time.  
If the NBPTS program improves self-efficacy, the question arises as to the duration of the 
effect and the exponential growth of the teachers. Conversely, it would examine the 
possible diminishment in levels of self-efficacy if teachers failed to certify. 
5) Research on other factors influencing self-efficacy other that National Board 
Certification is needed. 
The above research suggestions may uncover causation for improved teacher 
quality that may occur due to self-efficacy improvement through National Board 
Certification.  
Summary Statement  
Teacher self-efficacy is the teachers’ perception of their capacity to perform 
specific teaching tasks at a specified level of quality in a given situation so as to influence 
the motivation and learning of all students (Dellinger et al., 2008; Guskey, 1988). This 
research demonstrated that NBCTs report higher levels of self-efficacy than non-NBCTs. 
NBCTs also reported a higher participation in leadership roles than teachers who do not 
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participate in the National Board Certification program.  Therefore, this research makes a 
strong connection to perceived self-efficacy in relation to the NBPTS program, adding to 
the body of literature in both fields.  Furthermore, the research may provide an explicit 
link between professional development and self-efficacy that may result in a paradigm 
shift in what productive professional development should entail. Results and implications 
of this study may assist school districts to determine if the NBPTS program may support 
their efforts to improve teacher quality, and as a result, higher levels of student 
achievement.   
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APPENDIX A: Perceived Self-Efficacy Survey – Demographics DEMOGRAPHICS 
By completing the survey you are affirming that you read the consent form 
and agree to the use of the survey information as provided. 
 
PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION. How many years of teaching experience do you have? _______________ Which of the following best describes your current position (select one)?  
o P-12 Teacher 
o School-site Administrator 
o District Level Administrator 
o State Level Position 
o Curriculum Leadership Role (For example, a coordinator) 
o University/College/Technical School Instructor/Staff/Administrator 
o Retired 
o Other ______________________ What leadership positions have you held?  Mark as many as appropriate and the approximate number of years you served in the position(s).  
o School-site Administrator 
 How many years? ___________  
o District Level Administrator (For example, superintendent, assistant superintendent, DPP, instructional supervisor)  
 How many years? ___________  
o State Level Position    
 How many years? ___________  
o Leadership role for a National Education Committees/Commission/Organizations   
 How many years? ___________  
o Curriculum/Instructional Leadership Role (For example, content coordinator, department chair, team leader, mentor/coach)  
 How many years? ___________  
o University/College/Technical School Instructor/Staff/Administrator/Adjunct   
 How many years? ___________  
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o Chairperson of school committees (For example, SBDM, textbook/PD adoption, hiring committees, grant administrator, PLC, School Improvement Plan, RTI)      
 How many years? ___________  
o Member of school committees (For example, SBDM, textbook/PD adoption, hiring committees, grant administrator, KTIP, School Improvement Plan, RTI)     
 How many years? ___________  
o Chairperson of district, state, or university/college committees  
 How many years? ___________  
o Member of district, state, or university/college committees  
 How many years? ___________  
o Professional Development Facilitator (school, district, state, national, international, conferences)  
 How many years? ___________  
o Student support leadership positions (For example, club sponsors, coaching, mentoring) 
 How many years? ___________  
o Non-educational leadership position (For example, community/civic/church organizations/boards) 
 How many years? ___________ Are you National Board Certified? 
o Yes 
• How many years? ___________  
o No   
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APPENDIX B: Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) Survey 
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran, M. & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2001) 
The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale uses a 9-point likert scale. This questionnaire is designed to 
help gain a better understanding of the kinds of things that create difficulties for teachers in their school 
activities.  Please indicate your opinion about each of the statements below.  Your answers are confidential. 
 1 = Nothing 
 2  
 3=Very Little 
 4 
 5 = Some Influence 
 6 
 7= Quite A Bit 
 8 
 9 = A Great Deal 
DIRECTIONS: Place an X in the column that best describes your 
level of comfort in classroom activities. 
1 
= 
N
ot
hi
ng
 
 2 3=
V
er
y 
Li
tt
le
 
 4 5 
= 
So
m
e 
In
flu
en
ce
 
 6 7=
 Q
ui
te
 A
 B
it 
 8 9 
= 
A
 G
re
at
 D
ea
l 
 
1. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult 
students? 
         
2. How much can you do to help your students think critically?          
3. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the 
classroom? 
         
4. How much can you do to motivate students who show low 
interest in school work? 
         
5. To what extent can you make your expectations clear about 
student behavior? 
         
6. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do 
well in school work? 
         
7. How well can you respond to difficult questions from your 
students? 
         
8. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running 
smoothly? 
         
9. How much can you do to help your students value learning?          
10. How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you 
have taught? 
         
11. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?          
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12. How much can you do to foster student creativity?          
13. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom 
rules? 
         
14. How much can you do to improve the understanding of a 
student who is failing? 
         
15. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or 
noisy? 
         
16. How well can you establish a classroom management system 
with each group of students? 
         
17. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level 
for individual students? 
         
18. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?          
19. How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an 
entire lesson? 
         
20. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or 
example when students are confused? 
         
21. How well can you respond to defiant students?          
22. How much can you assist families in helping their children do 
well in school? 
         
23. How well can you implement alternatives strategies in your 
classroom? 
         
24. How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very 
capable students? 
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